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ABSTRACT 
 
Clementine scholarship acknowledges Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation and 
generally maintains that for Clement the divine Logos assumed human flesh.  However, 
because of Clement’s complex logology and three passages suggesting a docetic 
interpretation of Christ’s flesh, scholars tend to move away from addressing the 
Incarnation and treat either the metaphysics of the multiple logoi theory or the question 
of Clement’s Docetism, or both.  Because of this diversion in research, there remains a 
gap in the literature around Clement’s teachings about the Incarnation. 
This thesis begins to fill the gap by explaining Clement’s view of the Incarnation, 
which he connects to the emergent ‘exchange’ doctrine, envisaged as a divine mission.  
It situates Clement as an heir of the apostolic tradition while he engages with Greek 
philosophy and Gnostic belief.  The research delineates Clement’s gnostic tradition, 
which he considered faithful to the Old Testament and to the teachings of the apostles.  
The investigation collates Clement’s usage of John 1:14 and the term ginomai linked 
with Logos, anthropos, and sarx.  It examines Clement’s discussion in Stromateis VII.2, 
where he claims the Logos assumed flesh susceptible to suffering, emotions, and 
physical sensibilities.  In Clement’s teachings, the Logos became both anthropos and 
sarx so that anthropos might become theos.  This thesis outlines Clement’s usage of the 
terms parousia and epiphaneia (appearing), showing they are consequential to the 
Incarnation.  Clement presents the Logos as Saviour, who conquers malevolent powers 
and death to release humankind from corruption through his sufferings from birth to the 
cross.  Clement also presents the Logos as a Teacher, who during his parousia, 
interprets precisely the Old Testament, and in his appearing, discloses true gnosis, 
which guides anthropos to godliness.  The evidence demonstrates that Clement bases 
his path for assimilation to God upon the Incarnation of the Logos. 
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INTRODUCTION 
A. Thesis and Sketch of the Argument 
 Clement of Alexandria (AD 150-215) travelled the northern and eastern regions 
surrounding the Mediterranean searching for a Christian teacher who could explain the 
teachings of the apostles: ‘Peter, James, John, and Paul.’1  Clement entered north Egypt 
around AD 182 and found Pantaenus, who hailed from Sicily, but was teaching the 
knowledge of God in Alexandria.
2
  When hearing Pantaenus elucidate the writings of 
the prophets and the apostles, Clement made his dwelling in the ‘Pearl of the Nile.’  
During this time, Alexandria was home to Middle Platonism, various strands of 
Christian Gnosticism, and ‘proto-orthodox’ Christianity.3  Clement reports that among 
the diversity of philosophical and Christian opinions, his teacher was ‘the real Sicilian 
bee, who upon gathering the flowers from the prophetic and apostolic meadow, 
engendered in the souls of his hearers an undefiled knowledge.’4  Clement pursued and 
propagated this heritage of divine gnosis.  However, soon after Clement’s arrival, 
Pantaenus left Egypt to embark upon a Christian mission that may have reached as far 
as India.
5
  Clement remained behind and became the leading proponent of 
Christianity—what he styles as the ‘true philosophy’—in Alexandria. 
                                                 
 
1
 Str. I.1.11.1-3; Eusebius recorded Clement’s witness, H.E. V.11.2-5. 
 
2
 H.E. V.11.2; VI.13.2.  Eusebius notes that Clement ‘mentions Pantaenus by name as his teacher.’ 
3
 The term ‘proto-orthodox’ refers to Christian teachings or leaders, who set doctrinal boundaries 
that became creedal orthodoxy in the fourth century.  For Clement’s intellectual background in 
Alexandria, see Claude Mondésert, ‘Chapitre Premier: Le Milieu Intellectuel et Spirituel,’ in Clément 
d’Alexandrie: Introduction à l’étude de sa pensée religieuse à partir de l’Écriture, (Paris, Aubier: 
Editions Montaigne, 1944), 27-45; S.R.C. Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian Platonism 
and Gnosticism (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock Publishers, 1971); Dietmar Wywra, Die Christliche 
Platonaneignung in den Stromateis des Clemens von Alexandrien, (Berlin, DE: Walter de Gruyter, 1983); 
R.M. Berchman, From Philo to Origen: Middle Platonism in Transition, (Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 
1984); David Dawson, Allegorical Readers and Cultural Revision in Ancient Alexandria, (Berkley, CA: 
UCP, 1992); David Runia, Philo in Early Christian Literature: A Survey, (Philadelphia, PA: Fortress 
Press, 1993); Henny F. Hägg, Clement of Alexandria and the Beginnings of Christian Apophaticism, 
(Oxford: OUP, 2006); Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria: A Project in Christian 
Perfection, (London: T&T Clark, 2008); and Alain Le Boulluec, Alexandrie Antique et Chrétienne: 
Clément et Origène, (Paris: Institut d’ Études Augustiniennes, 2012).   
 
4
 Str. I.1.11.2.  Unless noted, all translations from Clement are mine. 
 
5
 H.E. V.10.2. 
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 Central to Clement’s version of Christianity is the doctrine of the Incarnation of the 
divine Logos.
6
  Drawing from John 1:14, Clement taught his fellow Greeks that ‘the 
Word of God became a human being [a1nqrwpoj].’7  In another passage, where he 
clarifies that humankind was fashioned by God and therefore loved by God, Clement 
claims: ‘The Logos himself visibly became flesh [sa/rc].’8  For Clement, the Logos 
entered the sensible region of this world and became both anthropos and sarx. 
 Clement also uses the term e0ndu/w, which bears the notion of ‘clothing one’s self 
with a garment,’ to depict the Incarnation.  The divine Logos ‘was clothed with 
humanity for us [o9 di’ h9ma~j a1nqrwpon e0ndusa/menoj]’ to accomplish salvation.9  In a 
passage affirming that God loves human physicality, Clement asserts that the Logos, 
‘being clothed with human flesh [e0ndusa/menoj sarko\j a0nqrwpi/nhj], had come for 
the common salvation of humankind.’10  Once more, in a significant passage on the 
Incarnation as a mystery and mission, Clement utilizes the verb e0nde/w, which means ‘to 
bind to something.’  Hence, the Logos, ‘having been bound to flesh [sarki\ e0ndeqei/j], 
conquered the serpent, and enslaved the tyrant, death.  And most wonderful of all, man 
[Adam] who had been deceived by pleasure, who had been enslaved by corruption, was 
shown to have been loosed by outstretched arms.’11  The imagery of ‘outstretched 
arms’—made possible by the Incarnation—pictures salvation accomplished through the 
crucifixion of Christ.
12
 
                                                 
 
6
 Mondésert, Clément d’Alexandrie: Introduction à l’étude de sa pensée religieuse à partir de 
l’Écriture, 213.  He claims for Clement: ‘l’Incarnation est vraiment le point central dans l’histoire.’ 
 
7
 Jn. 1:14; Prot. I.8.4, o9 lo/goj o9 tou= qeou= a1nqrwpoj geno/menoj. 
 
8
 Jn. 1:14; Paid. I.3.9.4, o9 lo/goj au0to\j e0nargw~j sa/rc geno/menoj. 
 
9
 Str. IV.21.130.2. 
10
 Str. VII.2.8.1, a0ll’ e0ndusa/menoj [sarko\j a0nqrwpi/nhj], e0pi\ th\n koinh\n tw~n a0nqrw/pwn 
e0lh/luqen swthri/an. 
 
11
 Prot. XI.111.2-3, kai\ sarki\ e0ndeqei\j-musth/rion qei=on tou=to-to\n o1fin e0xeirw/sato kai\ to\n 
tu/rannon e0doulw/sato, to\n qa/naton, kai\ to parodoco/taton, e0kei=non to\n a1nqrwpon to\n h9donh=| 
peplanhme/non, to\n th=| fqora~| dedeme/non, xersi\n h9plwme/naij e1deice lelume/non. 
 
12
 For discussion on ‘outstretched arms’ as a sign of the cross in Gnostic-Egyptian mythology, see 
D.M. Murdock, Christ in Egypt: The Horus-Jesus Connection, (Stellar House Publishing, 2009), 343-
350. 
 3 
 
 Clement’s account of the Incarnation includes, what has been labeled in Greek 
theology, the ‘exchange’ doctrine.  He sets this forth early in his Protreptikos: ‘The 
Word of God became a human being [o9 lo/goj o9 tou= qeou= a1nqrwpoj geno/menoj] in 
order that one might learn from a man, how anthropos might become theos [a1nqrwpoj 
ge/nhtai qeo/j].’13  Notably, Clement centers the didactic mission of the Logos in his 
exchange doctrine.  He expands this teaching of the exchange, emphasizing that the 
Logos ‘came down’ and ‘put on human nature [a1nqrwpon e0ne/du].  He willingly 
suffered the things of men [ta\ a0nqrw/pwn e9kw\n e1paqen],’ so that, ‘after being 
measured to our weakness [pro\j th\n h9mete/ran a0sqe/neian metrhqei/j], he might give 
to us his power [h9ma~j pro\j th\n e9autou= du/namin a0ntimetrh/sh].’14  This perspective 
of the Incarnation as an exchange yields three points important to Clement’s 
soteriology.  Firstly, the Logos of God descended into the world to become a human 
being; he was not something other than anthropos.  He was human according to the 
biblical account of the image and likeness of God.
15
  Secondly, in the first part of the 
exchange, the Logos descended as Saviour and launched a salvific mission: He was 
clothed with flesh (our weakness) in order to conquer the powers of evil and rescue 
humankind from corruption.  Thirdly, in the second part of the exchange, the Logos 
appeared as Teacher and inaugurated a didactic mission: He interpreted the Scriptures, 
and from them, disclosed divine gnosis; his teachings lead hearers out of ignorance by 
yoking them to the knowledge of God, which guides them to become like God.   
 The doctrine of the Incarnation with emphasis on the exchange formula is not novel 
to Clement; there are predecessors who laid the foundation and successors who 
developed its structure.  Paul, in his second letter to the Corinthians, makes the claim: 
                                                 
 
13
 Prot. I.8.4, o9 lo/goj o9 tou= qeou= a1nqrwpoj geno/menoj, i3na dh\ kai\ su\ para\ a0nqrw/pou 
ma/qh|j, ph= pote a1ra a1nqrwpoj ge/netai qeo/j. 
 
14
 Q.d.s. 37.3. 
 
15
 Paid. I.12.98.2-3. 
 4 
 
‘For you know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ that, though he was rich yet for your 
sake he became poor, so that you by his poverty, might become rich’ (2Corinthians 
8:9).  In the mid second century, Justin Martyr (AD 100-165) advances this theology, 
conveying the idea that ‘next to God, we worship and love the Word who is from the 
unbegotten and ineffable God, since also He became man for our sakes, that becoming a 
partaker of our sufferings, He might also bring us healing.’16  Irenaeus (AD 130-202), 
the likely antecedent to Clement’s exchange doctrine, states it clearly: ‘Through His 
transcendent love, [He] became what we are, that He might bring us to be even what He 
is Himself [God].’17  Over one hundred years after Clement flourished, the Alexandrian 
bishop, St. Athanasius (AD 296-372), echoes Clement’s teaching in his own enduring 
work, De Incarnatione Verbi Dei: ‘For he [Logos] became human [e0nhnqrw/phsen] that 
we might be made god [qeopoihqw~men].  He manifested himself through a body 
[au0to_j e0fane/rwsen e9auto_n dia_ sw/matoj] that we might receive the idea of the 
unseen Father.’18  Noteworthy, none of these references includes a didactic emphasis 
with the Incarnation as exchange; this distinction on learning through the Incarnation 
seems distinctive to Clement.  He at times speaks of the Saviour as Teacher: the 
‘Saviour was sent as a Teacher and Leader for the possession of the good.’19 
 Notwithstanding this, the doctrine of the Incarnation was scandalous in second 
century Alexandria.  Clement, reared in Platonism and learned in Gnosticism, knew that 
the Middle Platonists considered the notion of the Incarnation of God to be repugnant 
and absurd; he knew also that, while many Gnostic sects claimed to be Christian, 
Docetism was a common teaching among them.  Irenaeus reports that neither Cerinthus 
                                                 
16
 2Apol. 13. 
17
 A.H. V.Praef. 
18
 Ath.Inc. 54.3, ; see also Ath.Inc. 17.4; 44.1-6; 45.1; 55.5. 
 
19
 Str. V.1.7.8, katape/mpetai o9 swth\r, th=j a0gaqou= kth/sewj dida/skalo/j te kai\ xorhgo/j. 
 5 
 
nor Marcion (nor others) believed that the Word of God became flesh.
20
  For many 
Gnostics, Christ only ‘appeared’ to be human, to suffer, and die.21  Furthermore, the 
prevailing theology of the transcendent deity and metaphysical dualism advanced by 
Platonism and the majority of Gnostic groups did not sanction the possibility that God, 
who is supramundane and incorruptible, could enter the realm of matter—much less 
become flesh—which was thought to be evil, temporal, and a cruel prison from which 
to escape.  Nonetheless, in this intellectual context, Clement exhorts the Greeks to ‘trust 
in him who is both man and God and believe in him who suffered and is worshipped.’22 
 Clement engages with these philosophical schools and religious beliefs.  On the 
one hand, some of his works are replete with references to classical philosophy and 
Platonic thought, showing his fellow citizens traces of divine truth within their 
intellectual history.  Clement intentionally retains philosophical tenets that ‘teach 
righteousness with pious knowledge.’23  As part of his preparatory teachings, Clement 
maintains the encyclical studies—viz., dialectics, astronomy, mathematics, and music—
but revamps these disciplines to point toward Christ.  Nevertheless, he perceived that 
Platonism, although a useful philosophy, was not adequate for the salvation of 
humankind, ‘because it does not give true knowledge of God.’24  Philosophy was the 
Hellenic tutor leading Greeks to Christ, but no farther.
25
  Based upon the Incarnation 
and the disclosure of divine gnosis, Clement demotes philosophy (but does not dismiss 
it), and styles the teachings of Christ, handed down through the apostles, as the ‘true 
                                                 
 
20
 A.H. III.11.1-3 (ANF1: 426-427). 
21
 For the Platonists, see the objections set forth by Celsus, concerning the Incarnation,  R.J. 
Hoffmann, Celsus, On the True Doctrine: A Discourse against the Christians, (NY: Oxford University 
Press, 1987), 103-105.  For the Gnostics, see Pheme Perkins, ‘Logos Christologies in the Nag Hammadi 
Codices,’ VChr. 35:4 (December 1981): 379-396. 
22
 Prot. X.106.4, pi/steuon, a1nqrwpe, a0nqrw/pw| kai\ qew~|: pi/steuon, a1nqrwpe, tw~| paqo/nti 
kai\ proskunoume/nw|. 
23
 Str. I.7.37.6, dikaiosu/nhn meta\ eu0sebou=j e0pisth/mhj e0kdida/skonta. 
 
24
 Henri Crouzel, ‘The School of Alexandria and its Fortunes,’ in History of Theology I: The 
Patristic Period, Angelo Di Berardino, ed. et al, (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1997), 152. 
25
 Str. I.5.28.1-3. 
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philosophy.’26  He recalls that ‘the apostle defines the wisdom according to the teaching 
of the Lord to be the “wisdom of God,” in order to point out that the true philosophy 
was given through the Son.’27 
 On the other hand, among the early proponents of proto-orthodoxy, such as 
Polycarp, Justin, Melito of Sardis, Theophilus, Athenagoras, Irenaeus, Tertullian, and 
Hippolytus, Clement could be credited for wresting the taxonomies of gnosis from the 
so-called Gnostics, such as Basilides, Marcion, and Valentinus.  In his works, one can 
find his portrait of what Clement christens as ‘our Gnostic.’28  Nevertheless, he was 
aware that the Incarnation and Christ-event were crucial to the knowledge of God.  
Therefore, unlike most heterodox Gnostics, Clement set the Incarnation and salvific 
work of Christ—along with the disclosure of gnosis—as the pathway to salvation.  The 
Christ-event, especially the crucifixion, was prophesied in Scripture as part of God’s 
economy, and Clement deems it necessary for salvation. 
B. Clement of Alexandria 
 There is next to nothing contemporary recorded about Clement.  The consensus 
before the fifth century was not fixed concerning his birthplace.  Epiphanius (AD 310-
403), the orthodox bishop of Salamis, recorded in his Panarion (‘medicine chest’) that 
some thought Clement was an Athenian, but others believed he was from Alexandria.
29
  
Clement was well acquainted with the intellectual heritage and religious customs of 
Athens; the Stromateis attest to his knowledge of the Academy and Platonic 
philosophy.
30
  Based on Clement’s brief sketch of his journey from Greece to Egypt in 
Stromateis I.1, current scholarship accepts that he achieved a first-rate education in 
                                                 
26
 Str. VI.7.59.3, dia\ th=j tou= kuri/ou didaskali/aj e0n e0pignw/sei th=j a0lhqou=j filosogi/aj. 
27
 1Cor. 1:24; Str. I.18.90.1, «qeou= de\ ‹sofi/an›» ei1rhken o9 a0po/stoloj th\n kata\ to\n ku/rion 
didaskali/an, sofi/an i3na dei/ch| th\n a0lhqh= filosofi/an di’ ui9ou= paradidime/nhn. 
28
 Str. II.11.52.7, o3ti tw~| o1nti gnwstiko/j o9; Str. VII.7.45.4, ou[toj h9mi=n o9 gnwstiko\j o9 pisto/j. 
 
29
 Epiph.Pan. 32.6.1. 
 
30
 For a reconstruction of Clement’s life in Athens and his background leading to Alexandria, see 
Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria: A Project in Christian Perfection, 19-37. 
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Athens and then travelled around the Mediterranean seeking a skilled Christian teacher 
(Pantaenus), whom he found in Alexandria.
31
 
 In his earlier years, Clement became a savant of intellectual history, exploring all 
branches of philosophy, including the pre-Socratics.  He was well educated in the 
encyclical subjects: astronomy, dialectics, mathematics, and music.  His erudition of 
Hellenistic customs, such as the mystery cult of Eleusis, the venerated gods, and the 
tragedians was wide-ranging; his knowledge of the poets, such as Homer, and 
theologians like Orpheus and Cleanthes, and the philosophers Pythagoras, Heraclitus, 
Zeno, Plato, and Aristotle was extensive.  He demonstrated the fluency of his learning 
in his treatise, the Protreptikos, as well as in numerous passages woven throughout the 
Stromateis.  The citations are so plentiful that Robert Wilken comments: 
Among the early Christian writers Clement is the most Greek, the most literary, a 
savant so immersed in the high culture of the Hellenic world that he effortlessly 
cited hundreds of passages from poets, philosophers, playwrights, and historians in 
his writings.  To this day he is an unparalleled source of citations from lost works, 
including many precious passages from the writings of the pre-Socratic 
philosophers.
32
 
 
Clement preserves this kaleidoscope of intellectual history in his writings to indicate 
hints of divine truth in universal and cultural knowledge.  However, as will be shown, 
Clement’s primary sources for the knowledge of God are the Old and New Testaments, 
which he reads as a unified whole. 
 In his later years, Clement became a notable teacher of the Scriptures and a prolific 
Christian author.  His extant works show that he received the law, the prophets, the 
teachings of Christ and of the apostles as a synthesis of the true philosophy: a new path 
                                                 
 
31
 Henry Chadwick and J. Oulton, Alexandrian Christianity: Selected Translations of Clement and 
Origen, (SCM Press, 1954; John Knox Press, 2006), 15-16; Hägg, Clement of Alexandria and the 
Beginnings of Christian Apophaticism, 51-61; Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria: A Project in 
Christian Perfection, 19-24. 
 
32
 Wilken, The Spirit of Early Christian Thought: Seeking the Face of God, (New Haven, CT: YUP, 
2003), 54. 
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for human existence.
33
  He appropriated the Old Testament, including the Apocrypha, 
to his course of spiritual formation, applying the insights of Moses, David, Solomon, 
the prophets, and Jesus ben Sirach to his spiritual paideia.
34
  He was at home with the 
writings of the sub-apostolic period, especially, Barnabas, Clement of Rome, The 
Shepherd, and a treatise, The Preaching of Peter.  Clement’s references to these works 
are so copious that Wilkens further observes that a 
rough calculation indicates that on average there are seven or eight biblical 
citations on every page of his writings.  There are more than fifteen hundred 
references to the Old Testament alone and close to three thousand to the New 
Testament.  The Gospel of Matthew is cited more than five hundred times, John 
more than two hundred, the Psalms more than three hundred, the books of Isaiah 
and Proverbs more than two hundred times.
35
 
 
There were two major intellectual centres in Alexandria where Clement may have 
worked: the museum and the library.  Scholars of different fields of inquiry conducted 
scientific research in the museum; the library housed numerous scrolls that contained 
the glory of Hellenistic culture and the best of Greek erudition.  Clement composed 
most of his works in Alexandria.
36
 
Concerning the ‘school of sacred discourses’ (didaskalei/ou tw~n i9erw~n lo/gwn) 
in Alexandria, Eusebius records that Pantaenus had charge of the school and that 
‘Clement was known in Alexandria for practicing [with Pantaenus] the divine 
Scriptures.’37  The historian also notes that ‘Pantaenus was succeeded by Clement, who 
                                                 
 
33
 Str. V.9.56.2-3.  That Philosophy was a way of life in Late Antiquity, see Pierre Hadot, What is 
Ancient Philosophy?, (Cambridge, MA: The Belkamp Press of HUP, 2002). 
 
34
 Prot. VIII; Paid. I.7-9. 
 
35
 Wilken, The Spirit of Early Christian Thought, 56.  J.A. Brooks examined the statistics of texts 
from Stählin’s index that are in Clement’s works.  He concludes that Clement quotes (and alludes to) the 
OT 1,842 times; he refers 3,279 times to the NT, 71 times to the NT Apocrypha, and 258 times to 
Patristic writings; see J.A. Brooks, ‘Clement of Alexandria as a Witness to the Development of the New 
Testament Canon,’ SecCent 9:1 (1992): 47.  See also, Riemer Roukema, ‘La Tradition Apostolique et le 
Canon du Nouveau Testament,’ in The Apostolic Age in Patristic Thought, ed. A. Hilhorst et al. (Leiden: 
Brill, 2004), 99-100; and Benno Alexander Zuiddam, ‘Early Orthodoxy: The Scriptures in Clement of 
Alexandria,’ Acta Patristica et Byzantina, 21:2 (2010): 307-319. 
 
36
 Carl P. Cosaert, The Text of the Gospels in Clement of Alexandria, SBL, Number 9, The NT in the 
Greek Fathers, (Atlanta, 2008), vii, 13-19. 
 
37
 H.E. V.11.1-2.  See also Ulrich Neymer, Die christliche Lehrer im zweiten Jahrhundert: ihre 
Lehrtätigkeit, ihr Selbstverständnis und ihre Geschichte, (Leiden: Brill, 1989), 40-43. 
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directed the instruction [kathxh/sewj] at Alexandria up to such a date that Origen was 
one of his students.’38  Origen was eighteen years old ‘when he came to preside over the 
school.’39  When his teaching load became too heavy, so that his own studies—
especially the translation of the Scriptures—were impeded, Origen gave to Heraclas ‘a 
share in the task of instructions.’40  Moreover, Eusebius tells us that the didaskaleion 
‘was established in ancient times,’ and was still functioning ‘to our day,’ and he seems 
to know this because the reputation and operations of the Alexandrian school were 
concurrent with him early in the fourth century.
41
  Annewies van den Hoek follows 
Eusebius’s account and deduces no reason to doubt his record, especially noting his 
attention to specific details in each reference.
42
  However, doubting the Church 
historian’s account and advancing a contrasting view, R. van den Broek claims that the 
school of catechesis cannot be attested until ‘the second decade of the third century.’43 
Unfortunately, the data depicting Clement’s tenure in Alexandria is scant.  He 
arrived there, as an authentic seeker of the apostolic teachings, and departed a teacher of 
what he thought was true Christian gnosis.  Since he had an aversion to physical 
martyrdom—as for him, true ‘Gnostic’ martyrdom was death of the passions—Clement 
fled Alexandria ca. AD 202 in order to elude the pogrom—by which Origen’s father 
was killed—prompted by Septimius Severus.  Clement went to Anatolia and to 
                                                 
 
38
 H.E. VI.6.1. 
 
39
 H.E. VI.3.3, o4 tou= th=j kathxh/sewj proe/sth didaskalei/ou. 
 
40
 H.E. VI.15. 
 
41
 H.E. V.10.1.  See Karl O. Sandnes, The Challenge of Homer: School, Pagan Poets and Early 
Christianity, (NY: T&T Clark International, 2009), 124; he takes seriously Eusebius’s account. 
 
42
 Van den Hoek, ‘The ‘Catechetical School of Early Christian Alexandria and Its Philonic 
Heritage,’ HTR 90:1 (January 1997): 59-87; Henri Crouzel, ‘The School of Alexandria and its Fortunes,’ 
in History of Theology I: The Patristic Period, 145-181; and Alain Le Boulluec, ‘Aux Origines de l’ 
«École» d’Alexandrie’ in Alexandrie Antique et Chrétienne: Clément et Origène, (2012), 27-57.   
43
 Van den Broek, ‘The Christian “School” of Alexandria in the Second and Third Centuries,’ in 
Studies in Gnosticism and Alexandrian Christianity, (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 197-205.  For van den Broek’s 
antecedents, see Clemens Scholten, ‘Die Alexandrinische Katechetenschule,’ Jahrbuch für Antike und 
Christentum 38 (1995): 16-37; and M. Hornschuh, ‘Das Leben des Origenes und die Entstehung der 
alexandrinischen Schule,’ Zeitschrift für Kirchengeschichte, 71 (1960): 1-25, 193-214. 
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Jerusalem, where he flourished in the ministry with Alexander, his former student.  
Historians presume he perished ca. AD 215. 
 Regarding Clement’s legacy, ecclesiastical figures revered him.  For example, 
Eusebius cites a letter written by Clement’s pupil, Alexander, who describes his teacher 
as the ‘holy Clement’ and the ‘blessed presbyter, a man virtuous and approved, and 
when he was present here, in accordance with the providence and oversight of the 
Master, he both established and increased the Church of the Lord.’44  Eusebius further 
remarks that Clement ‘unfolded considerable history, providing us with a foundation of 
much learning of instruction [polumaqou=j paidei/aj].’45  Later, St. Jerome (AD 347-
420) refers to Clement as a ‘presbyter of Alexandria’ and states that ‘in my judgment, 
[Clement was] the most learned of men.’46  In his work, De Viris Illustribus, Jerome 
remarks that Clement was ‘the author of notable volumes full of erudition and 
eloquence, both of divine scripture and secular instruments of literature.’47  After 
reading the Protreptikos and the Paidagogos, even the learned Photius (AD 810-891), 
generally critical of Clement, admits that Clement’s ‘learning [was] remarkable.’48  
Kindiy reports that Clement ‘appears in the early Roman Martyrology and the fourth of 
December was known even in the Middle Ages as the day of Saint Clement.’49  
However, in 1584, Pope Gregory XIII dropped Clement’s name from the 
Martyrologuim Romanum, and later in 1748, Benedict XIV refused to reinstate Clement 
to the Calendar of Saints. 
                                                 
 
44
 H.E. VI.14.9, to\n i9ero\n Klh/menta; H.E. VI.11.6, Klh/mentoj tou= makari/ou presbute/rou, 
a0ndro\j e0nare/tou kai\ doki/mou; H.E. VI.11.6, o4j kai\ e0nqa/de parw\n kata\ th\n pro/noian kai\ 
e0piskoph\n tou= despo/tou e0pesth/rize/n te kai\ hu1chsen th\n tou= kuri/ou e0kklhsi/an.  
 
45
 H.E. VI.13.5; Sozomen speaks of Clement as a ‘very intelligent man’ (Soz.H.E. I.1.12). 
 
46
 Hier.Ep. LXX.4. 
 
47
 Hier.Vir.Ill., 38. 
 
48
 Photius, The Bibliotheca, codex 110. 
 
49
 Oleh Kindiy, Christos Didaskalos: The Christology of Clement of Alexandria, (Saarbrücken, 
Germany: VDM Verlag), 32. 
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 The breadth of Christian learning Clement brought to Alexandria is unknown.  It is 
certain, however, that he gathered enough scriptural knowledge prior to and during his 
travels to the metropolis (and while there) to discern well, according to his own 
standards, the true prophetic and apostolic knowledge, and the economy of salvation 
handed down by Christ to the apostles.  When Clement entered Alexandria, he brought 
a plethora of philosophical, cultural, and Christian knowledge with him, which 
sufficiently equipped him to engage in the intellectual contexts there.  Nonetheless, the 
erudite and sophisticated side of Clement describes only part of this Church Father. 
 We cannot fully appreciate Clement nor properly appraise his writings if we 
observe only his intellectual life: That is, Clement the philosopher, theologian, and 
Christian teacher, proficient in many forms of knowledge.  It is worth highlighting that 
Clement was a man who above all sought knowledge in order to research, experience, 
and teach the way of salvation.  In his writings, which are sophisticated and erudite, he 
reaches out to humankind, crossing ethnic and gender boundaries with aims to transmit 
the knowledge of God for the salvific progress of humankind.  Concerning Clement’s 
literary intentions, Henri Crouzel observes that ‘Clement’s purpose is to lead his readers 
and hearers to the perfection of Christian life; he is first and foremost a man of the 
Spirit and when he teaches his aim is pastoral.’50  Along these lines, upon writing the 
Stromateis, Clement divulged the following personal information: 
He that speaks through books consecrates himself before God, crying in writing 
this way: Not for gain, not for vainglory, not to be vanquished by partiality, nor 
enslaved by fear, nor elated by pleasure, but only to reap the salvation of those who 
read, which he does not at present participate in, but awaits in expectation the 
recompense which will certainly be rendered by him, who has promised to bestow 
on the laborers the proper reward.
51
 
 
                                                 
 
50
 Crouzel, ‘The School of Alexandria and its Fortunes,’ in History of Theology I: The Patristic 
Period, 150. 
51
 Str. I.1.9.2. 
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Detecting this intention, the Italian scholar, Alfredo Brontesi, remarks that when 
Clement writes, ‘the only purpose is for the salvation of the reader.’52  Seen this way, 
Clement’s literary output was not envisioned an academic product of his philosophical 
and theological teachings.  While these topics permeate his works, the salvation of 
humankind is foremost in his thinking and, as will be shown, reflected in his 
compositions.  If the knowledge of salvation were removed from Clement’s thinking, 
then, as Brontesi concludes: the Clementine ‘corpus would not have been written.’53  
For this reason, the Titus Flavius Clemens we meet via his writings—teaching amidst 
the intellectual contexts of Middle Platonism and Gnosticism—was expanding a 
Christian doctrinal foundation in Alexandria by propagating and preserving the 
Christian teaching of the Incarnation and mission of the divine Logos. 
C. Clement’s Literary Legacy 
 Clement’s focus on salvation is in each of his foremost surviving works: the 
Protreptikos to the Greeks, the Paidagogos, and the Stromateis.
54
  These writings are 
better read as independent from each other, not as the alleged trilogy.
55
  The notion of a 
trilogy logically asserts that the Protreptikos is an introductory work, an invitation to 
Christianity; the Paidagogos is an intermediate course in Christian morals; and the 
Stromateis are more advanced works, leading to perfection.  The limitation of reading 
                                                 
 
52
 ‘Se Cl. Al. scrive, l’unico motive è la salvezza del lettore.’ See Brontesi, La Soteria in Clemente 
Alessandrino, (Roma: Università Gregoriana Editrice, 1972), 597. 
 
53
 Ibid., 597 
 
54
 For the MSS. Trail of Clement’s extant works, see P. Mordaunt Barnard, Clement of Alexandria: 
Quis Dives Salvetur, re-edited together with an Introduction on the MSS. of Clement’s Works, (CUP, 
1897), ix-xix; Otto Stälin, Clemens Alexandrinus erster Band: Protreptikos und Paedagogus, Die 
griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der erten drei Jahrhunderte (Leipzig, 1905), XVI-XLV; Miroslav 
Markovich, Clementis Alexandrini Protrepticus, (Brill, 1995). 
 
55
 In the manuscript tradition, the Protreptikos (ca. AD 194) is usually bound together with the 
Paidagogos (ca. AD 197); the earliest surviving ms. for Paidagogos is AD 914 (Aretha Codex, P), 
presently in Paris.  The Stromateis (ca. AD 201) are not with the Protreptikos and the Paidagogos, but 
with Excerpta ex Theodoto and Eclogae Propheticae.  In the manuscripts, the three major works are not 
bound together as a trilogy.  See Cosaert, The Text of the Gospels in Clement of Alexandria, 13-14.  For a 
summary of Clement’s three major writings as a trilogy, see Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 5-18; for 
objections, see W. Wagner, ‘Another Look at the Literary Problem in Clement of Alexandria’s Major 
Writings,’ (Sept 1968): 251-260. 
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these volumes as a tripartite literary plan of spiritual development is that the 
Protreptikos could be overlooked as an ‘introductory’ treatise (the first volume of the 
trilogy) and the Paidagogos reduced to a ‘median’ work on moral theology (the second 
volume of the trilogy).  Moreover, this view presses the Stromateis into a mold of 
‘advanced’ theological discourse (the third volume of the trilogy) that it cannot sustain 
alone.  Clement composed it to be a Miscellany, a composition written to contain but 
conceal subjects essential to the journey of salvation.  Overall, the internal evidence 
indicates to me that each volume has its own historical occasion distinct from the other 
works.  This construal does not negate Clement’s salvific program that guides believers 
from conversion to perfection.  Clement demonstrates gradation toward salvation in 
each of these works, including his treatise, Quis Dives Salvetur?—a contextual 
exposition of Mark 10:17-31.
56
  This homily draws attention to Clement’s emphasis on 
the salvation of the wealthy in Alexandria, and it is replete with poignant phrases of 
Clement’s soteriology.  What follows is a review of Clement’s writings, noting how I 
read each composition as an independent work and drawing attention to Clement’s 
emphasis on salvation.   
1. Protreptikos 
Clement’s work known as the Protreptikos was entitled by Eusebius as pro\j 
3Ellhnaj Lo/goj o9 Protreptiko/j: The Hortatory Logos to the Greeks.57  In 
Antiquity, this literary genre was a persuasive work and its influential element was the 
author’s aim.58  With this in mind, it seems that the addressees in Clement’s 
Protreptikos are lapsed Hellenistic believers, who because of paternal pressure and 
                                                 
 
56
 For the critical text of Q.d.s., see P. Mordaunt Barnard, Clement of Alexandria: Quis Dives 
Salvetur, (Cambridge, England: CUP, 1897), xx-xxviii; for English and Greek texts, see G.W. 
Butterworth, Clement of Alexandria: Exhortation to the Greeks, The Rich Man’s Salvation, to the Newly 
Baptized, LCL, (Cambridge, MA: HUP, 1919, 2003), 265-367.  For English only, ANF2: 591-604. 
 
57
 H.E. 6.13.2. 
58
 M.D. Jordan, ‘Ancient Philosophic Protreptic and the Problem of Persuasive Genres,’ Rhetorica, 
4:4 (1986): 309-333. 
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spiritual trials, had abandoned God and returned to their former cultural and religious 
customs.
59
  Clement’s aim is to persuade them to return to the Logos and complete their 
salvific journey.
60
   
Clement’s literary tone is both scathing and sympathetic.  On the one hand, in 
chapters II-VII, he criticizes pagan customs, exposing the murderous sacrifices of the 
mystery cults and the immorality of the mythical gods.
61
  He appraises the poets and 
philosophers, showing deficiencies in their postulations.  As a result, Clement shames 
the Hellenistic believers for returning—like swine to mud—to ‘unclean’ pagan 
customs.
62
  On the other hand, in chapter I, he urges them to return to the salvific work 
of the Logos, the New Song of salvation.  Clement portrays the Logos as the pre-
existing Saviour and Champion who appeared in in order to destroy the tyrant death, 
terminate the reign of demonic tyranny, and restore psychological order to human 
beings: ‘He makes men out of beasts.’63  In addition, chapters VIII through XII appeal 
to the writings of the prophets and the apostles, exerting intellectual advantage, because 
the lapsed believers were familiar with the Scriptures.  Scriptural exhortations are too 
frequent and some seem too advanced to make sense to uninformed pagans.  For 
example, Clement alludes to their unwillingness ‘to endure the severity of salvation,’ 
because they buckled under ‘the paideia of the Lord.’64  This evidence shows that they 
were formerly subjected to the instructions of the Logos.
65
  Clement exhorts them to 
return to the only existent God and complete their salvation, by attaining apatheia and 
                                                 
59
 Prot. X.89.2. 
60
 For the traditional interpretation asserting that the Protreptikos was written as an invitation for 
pagans to come to Christ, see Wilson, ANF2: 167.  This set the precedent that many scholars followed, 
especially Eric Osborn, ‘Clement of Alexandria,’ in The First Christian Theologians: An Introduction to 
the Theology in the Early Church, ed. G.R. Evans, (Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishing, 2004), 127. 
61
 For a commentary on Clement’s Protreptikos focused on the classical heritage Clement 
preserved, see Miguel Herrero, ‘The Protrepticus of Clement of Alexandria: A Commentary,’ (PhD Diss., 
Universidad de Bolonia, 2008). 
62
 Prot. X.92.4-93.1. 
 
63
 Prot. I.4.5. 
 
64
 Prot. X.109.1. 
65
 Prot. IX.82.1. 
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becoming perfected in the divine mysteries.  These types of exhortations signal that the 
addressees were neither pagans nor neophytes, but rather, advanced catechumens who 
lapsed under trial.   
Properly assessed, the Protreptikos seems a soteriological and theological treatise.  
Throughout the volume, Clement utilizes the noun swth/r nine times, referring to the 
Logos as Saviour; he uses the term swthri/a no less than forty-one times; he adds the 
adjective swth/rioj thirteen times; and he employs the verb sw/zw seventeen times.66  
Clement reminds the relapsed believers that ‘nothing but this is the only work for 
[God], to save humanity.’67  Thus, Clement urges the lapsed believers to forsake the 
worship of the elements, including the celestial bodies, and seek the Creator of all 
things, because he is the ‘only truly existent God.’ 
Taking note of Clement’s thesis in chapter I and his conclusion in chapter XII, the 
advanced character of the Protreptikos comes into view.  Near the end of chapter one is 
Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation as an exchange: ‘Yes, I say, the Logos of God 
became a human being, in order that you also might learn from a man, how anthropos 
might become god.’68  Near the close of chapter XII, Clement adds a quote from Psalm 
82:6, stating: 
It is time for us to say that the godly Christian is both rich and of sound mind, and 
is of good heritage [qeosebh= Xristiano\n plou/sio/n te kai\ sw/frona kai\ 
eu0genh=]; and to say and believe that this person is the image of God with likeness 
[tau/th| ei0ko/na tou= qeou=  meq’ o9moiw/sewj].  Having become righteous and holy 
with wisdom [meta\ fronh/sewj] by Christ Jesus, and in a great way [the 
Christian] is already like God [h1dh kai\ qew~|].  Accordingly, the prophet did not 
conceal this grace while saying, ‘I said that you are gods, all are sons of the most 
high [e0gw\ ei]pon o3ti qeoi/ e0ste ui9oi\ o9yistou pa/ntej].69 
 
                                                 
 
66
 The verb sw/zw is found only in chapters I, VIII-XI.  
 
67
 Prot. IX.86.3, ou0de\n ga\r a0ll’ h4 tou=to e1rgon mo/non e0sti\n au0tw~| sw|/zesqai to\n a1nqrwpon. 
 
68
 Prot. I.8.4. 
 
69
 Prot. XII.122.4-123.1. 
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Clement bookends the Protreptikos with the exchange formula and the salvific results: 
anthropos has become theos, both image and likeness with wisdom.  In composing the 
Protreptikos this way, did Clement show, from the second chapter to the end of the 
book, the journey to deification for relapsed Greeks?  Did he provide the steps to 
renounce their customs, move beyond their propaideia, and embrace the knowledge of 
God in order to fulfil their salvation and become gods?  Clement’s choice of Psalms 
82:6 in the conclusion seems a clue. 
2. Paidagogos 
 The Paidagogos, known among scholars as the Instructor or the Educator, is a 
sizeable volume containing three books that are focused on the sequential steps of 
spiritual formation leading to salvation.  It is a Christian paideia rooted in the Christ-
event and guided by the divine Logos toward the complete salvation of a human being.  
Clement wrote the Paidagogos to introduce believers to Christ Jesus (Paid. I.7) as the 
Instructor, and in doing so, composed a divine course of spiritual formation that leads to 
deification predicated upon the Incarnation and plan of God. 
 Generally, scholars interpret the Paidagogos as Clement’s intermediate stage in 
paideia focused on Christian morals.
70
  Read sequentially, however, the literary and 
thematic movement of introductions and conclusions in each of the three books unfolds 
a different reading.  The internal structure demonstrates a seamless progression from 
elemental exhortations in Christian paideia, toward median instructions in Christian 
morals and virtue, to advanced teachings in godliness and deification.  Accordingly, 
there is another way to read the Paidagogos.  It is directed toward the complete 
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 For examples: Hägg, Clement of Alexandria and the Beginnings of Christian Apophaticism, 63; 
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salvation of a human being.
71
  Clement’s focus is to show ‘the greatest and most regal 
work of God,’ which is ‘to save humanity.’72  To this end, the Paidagogos was written 
about the divine Logos, whose mission as Saviour and Teacher is to lead believers to 
real human existence, becoming like God.  He shows this purpose through three stages 
of spiritual formation.  At the outset, his aim is three-fold: (1) to heal believers of their 
base habits, (2) to train them in godly deeds, and (3) to teach them how to overcome the 
passions.
73
  Each stage of spiritual formation corresponds to the intent and content of 
each of the three books. 
Book I is an introduction to the divine Logos as the Paidagogos to humankind.  
Here the Paidagogos is primarily concerned with elementary instructions, such as 
forgiveness of sins, and the multifaceted ways God acts to guide believers toward the 
path of sinlessness.  In chapters 2-6, Clement sets out his theological agenda for the 
entire volume; this section is replete with Clement’s mystical theology from John 6 
about the incarnate Logos who became flesh: ‘He is the bread of God that descends 
from heaven and gives life to the world.’74  Chapter six contains Clement’s explicit 
teachings on the mystery rite of baptism, which sets the course to immortality and 
deification.  Thus, baptism includes initiation into the mysteries of illumination, 
adoption, and perfection.  Drawing from the Old Testament prophets and Wisdom 
Literature, Clement demonstrates how the Paidagogos exhorts, instructs, and corrects in 
order to heal people, imparting divine wisdom for guidance in the spiritual course 
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toward life.
75
  Instruction and correction are requisite, Clement’s thinks, for the 
reception of advanced gnosis. 
 Book II is about intermediate instructions, directing believers toward emotional 
healing and mental well-being.  Clement shows the psychological lift from the regions 
of physical sensibility and pleasure upward to spiritual comprehension of divine reality.  
Chapter two contains Clement’s explicit teachings on the mystery of the Eucharist—the 
visible, tangible, and perpetual presence of the Incarnation—which releases participants 
from corruption and makes them sharers of an incorruptible life though union with 
Christ.  This spiritual relationship produces a transformation in human existence, which 
reflects godly virtue.  Conversion to godly ethics is not the goal for Clement, but 
demonstrates that one is on the proper path toward godliness. 
 In Book III, Clement advances believers toward deification.  He begins chapter one 
with a Christian interpretation of the Delphic Oracle: ‘It seems the greatest of all 
lessons is “to know self.”  For if one knows one’s self, one will know God; and 
knowing God, one will be made like God.’76  The path to deification is the will of God 
because ‘that man with whom the Logos dwells is made like to God; [and] that person 
becomes god, because God wills it.’77  Deification is the aim and focus of Book III, 
which ends with a prayer of praise to the Logos-Son, who is both the Paidagogos and 
Didaskalos and has led the catechumens on a successful journey.
78
  As a complete 
volume, the Paidagogos represents Clement’s Christian paideia in three successive 
stages: (1) healing the soul of sins, (2) learning to see spiritual reality, reflected through 
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godly virtues, and (3) becoming god.  In this light, if Clement wrote a trilogy, perhaps 
the Paidagogos is it. 
 3. Stromateis 
Clement’s larger work, referred to as the Miscellanies, Stromata, or Stromateis, 
was known by Eusebius as: Ti/tou Flau/iou Klh/mentoj tw~n kata\ th\n a0lhqh~ 
filosofi/an gnwstikw~n u9pomnhma/twn Strwmatei~j.79  Commenting on the title, 
Stuart Thompson points out that ‘Clement presents himself first and foremost as a 
philosophical teacher.  The full title of the Stromateis makes this point rather bluntly: 
The Patchworks of the Gnostic Notes according to the “True” Philosophy.  Not 
Christianity, but the “true philosophy.”’80  Thompson makes a point, but what Clement 
means by the ‘true philosophy’ is Christianity.81  The point of philosophy for Clement, 
as in the ancient world, means a way of life.  Accordingly, in the Stromateis, Clement 
portrays Christianity as the true path for human existence, advancing the telos of 
likeness to God.  It is probable that he compiled these notes during his journey to 
Alexandria and while in the metropolis.
82
   
He made the true philosophy no easy pursuit.  Scholars recognize that Clement 
concealed gnosis in the Stromateis the way a nutshell conceals the edible meat (Str. 
I.1.18.1), or that bushes hide game birds (Str. I.2.21.1), and the earth covers gold (Str. 
IV.2.4.1-5.3).
83
  Clement made the discovery of divine knowledge a personal, but 
demanding task, requiring the sincerity of the seeker.  Part of this intention was to hide 
gnosis from those who scoff at the truth, such as the Sophists.  As one searches through 
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the Stromateis, the chief doctrine that emerges is soteriology: ‘And I think the Saviour 
exerts energy, since it is his work to save.’84 
 From the time of Eugene De Faye (1898), who doubted the Stromateis contains  
Clement’s advanced theology and argues it could not be the alleged ‘Didaskalos,’ it is 
well known that there are disagreements concerning the intent and content of the 
Stromateis.
85
  While it is not the aim here to engage in this discussion, one useful way 
to approach the Stromateis is to determine the direction they teach and guide people.  
Since the Stromateis do not introduce a more advanced telos (deification) than already 
taught in the other works, they cannot advance believers forward thematically.  Instead, 
they provide the detailed information of subjects already discussed in Clement’s other 
writings, such as the identity and work of the divine Logos, true gnosis, the economy of 
salvation, forgiveness of sins, ethics, the attainment of apatheia, godliness, and 
perfection.  In this way, it seems more likely that these miscellanies function as a 
comprehensive reference manual for the journey to salvation, supplementing Clement’s 
other writings.
86
 
 For the reason that the Stromateis cover so many subjects, and the material is so 
wide-ranging, it is necessary here to limit the discussion to at least three central aims 
relevant to my project.  Firstly, Clement wants to demonstrate that all Hellenistic 
philosophies have divine origins and fulfillment in the one ‘true’ philosophy, 
Christianity.
87
  He aims to sum up all relevant cultural knowledge by showing that the 
Incarnation and parousia of the Lord fulfills all truth.  He therefore presses the Greeks 
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and Jews, especially in books I and VI, to move beyond philosophy and the law to the 
knowledge of salvation disclosed by Christ at his parousia.  Due to the Incarnation and 
Christ’s disclosure of true knowledge, Clement demarcates these preparatory structures 
of knowledge and subordinates them to the writings of the prophets and apostles. 
 Secondly, Clement preserves the apostolic teachings, which are Christ’s renderings 
of the Old Testament and an accurate interpretation of the Christ-event.  From the 
apostles forward, humankind began to pursue and attain a radical existence of godliness 
through the economy of salvation.  The witness, experience, and realization of likeness 
to God through Christ credibly demonstrates for Clement that the Gospel is the true 
philosophy.  Whereas both Hellenistic philosophy and Jewish law proved weak, the 
Gospel provides both wisdom and power to guide believers to the telos of human 
existence.  Clement preserves this path of knowledge in his Stromateis. 
 Thirdly, based upon the apostolic teachings, Clement aims to teach and preserve 
the true ‘gnostic’ tradition for spiritual progeny.  As will be shown, this tradition is 
concerned with the content and function of disclosed knowledge.  Contending with the 
various Gnostic sects, Clement tells us that the real gnostic tradition is to be ‘learned 
from the prophets and the apostles,’ especially given through the ‘energeia of Christ.’88  
In this way, Clement was intent on preserving a mode of epistemic agency: Believers 
learn true gnosis through the revelatory and didactic functions of the Logos.  Because 
this knowledge is divine, Clement emphasizes that only the true Gnostic or the 
Christian is in fact godly, because the gnosis that comes from Christ is beneficial unto 
salvation.  The Stromateis are to be studied as Clement’s intentional writing in which he 
preserves his ‘gnostic notes’ and advances his understanding of the true philosophy as a 
way to attain salvation. 
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4. Quis Dives Salvetur? 
 Clement’s concise treatise, Who is the Rich Man being Saved (Ti\j Sw|zo/menoj 
Plou/sioj), commonly referred to as Quis Dives Salvetur, is an allegorical exposition 
on Mark 10:17-31.  It is an exemplar of Clement’s mystical insights, his exegetical 
skills, and his contextual application of the New Testament.  Scholars think Quis Dives 
Salvetur is Clement’s later work, because in Stromateis III, Clement promises to treat 
certain subjects when he writes On First Principles, but had not yet written it.
89
  In Quis 
Dives Salvetur, Clement mentions this work was already composed: ‘the exegesis On 
First Principles and Theology [e0n th=| peri\ a0rxw~n kai\ qeologi/aj e0chgh/sei].’90  
Moreover, since Clement mentions both the Protreptikos (VII.4.22.3) and Paidagogos 
(VI.1.1.3) in the Stromateis, Quis Dives Salvetur is later than all three surviving works.  
Being a later work and noting the thematic content, this homily summarizes many of 
Clement’s Christian doctrines essential to salvation. 
 Clement’s overall purpose for Quis Dives Salvetur is to aid the rich in working out 
their salvation every possible way, leading them to attain the truth in order to gain 
eternal life through the salvific work and teachings of Christ.
91
  Clement emphasizes 
Christ’s roles as Saviour (Swth/r) and Teacher (Dida/skaloj).92  His literary aim is 
twofold.  Firstly, Clement explains the hope of the Gospel tailored for those trapped in 
wealth (4), which requires grace and a proper exegesis of Scripture to broach 
knowledge of God (7-8) and pursue eternal life.  Clement explains that the ‘immovable 
and unshakable beginning and foundation of life is the knowledge of God.’93  Clement’s 
epistemology in Quis Dives Salvetur is mystical.  He argues that ‘the Saviour teaches 
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with divine and mystic wisdom.’94  Christ, the divine Messenger, says: ‘I am the teacher 
of super-celestial instructions [e0gw\ dida/skaloj u9perourani/wn paideuma/twn].’95  
Accordingly, Clement advises believers to hear Christ’s teachings in the Gospels ‘not in 
a fleshly manner [mh\ sarki/nwj]’ but to seek his heavenly teachings with a ‘super-
celestial depth of mind [u9perourani/w| dianoi/aj ba/qei].’96  These lessons are about 
the hope of overcoming the passions and progressing toward perfection.  To reach this 
aim, Clement explains the inherent weakness of Hebrew propaideia by using the story 
of the rich young ruler, which affirms the limits of the law and stresses the need for 
Christ as Saviour.  The hope is perfection (21), which is realized by Christ, who helps 
people sell the possessions of the passions and attain apatheia. 
 Secondly, Clement accesses the hope of the Gospel so that the wealthy in 
Alexandria (and abroad) might participate in the journey to perfection.  For Clement, 
participation means entering the salvific contest (3).  Humanity is not idle in the work 
of Christ; rather, believers play a substantial role in living out their salvation just as an 
athlete contests against an opponent.  For believers, the opponent is the passions, which 
are internal persecutions and burning fires in the soul often inflicting psychological 
wounds that cause emotional trauma (25, 29).  He stresses that apatheia is possible (21) 
through the addition of divine power (21), but one must be willing and determined to 
choose salvation, because ‘God conspires with willing souls’ (21).  To illustrate the 
solution, Clement depicts Jesus as Saviour through the parable of the Good Samaritan 
(28-29).  This story signifies the doctrine of exchange as mission: The Good Samaritan 
is Christ, who has the resources to enter into human brokenness so that the wounded 
might experience his love and power through his healing agency: oil and wine (37).   
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 A subtle feature in this treatise is Clement’s rebuke to the Alexandrian Christian 
ministry for allowing rich believers to fall away from Christ.  The story at the 
conclusion about the apostle John, the young convert who fell away from Christ, and 
the bishop, who neglected advanced training for the convert (42), seems a correction to 
the official episcopate that ignored pastoral care.  In fact, prior to this story, Clement 
suggests that the rich should set over themselves, not a bishop, but a ‘certain man of 
God as a trainer and guide [tina a1nqrwpon qeou= kaqa/per a0lei/pthn kai\ 
kubernh/thn].’97  Such words are un-ecclesial and draw attention to those who train in a 
gymnasium, reflecting more of a Gnostic view of Christian leadership.  Clement’s 
ultimate choice for the trainer is the Logos: ‘When bearing [the contest] let each [one] 
submit himself to [the] trainer of athletes, the Logos [gumnasth=| tw~| lo/gw|].’98 
 As the title implies, the contents of Quis Dives Salvetur—as with Clement’s other 
extant works—accentuate the topic of salvation.  He concludes his overall argument 
assuring believers in Alexandria that ‘the one who looks attentively at this salvation, 
both desiring and asking [for it] with shamelessness and force of mind, the good Father, 
who is in the heavens will provide the true cleansing and unchangeable life.’99  Quis 
Dives Salvetur contains many subjects scholars may study throughout Clement’s works. 
D. Literature Review 
 Clement’s compositions contain a multifarious range of topics.  They include 
quotations from Homeric poetry, pre-Socratic and classical philosophy, insights from 
Jewish-Alexandrine literature, and significant interaction with second century Gnostic 
beliefs.  In addition, there are thousands of references from the Scriptures, which for 
Clement include the Old and New Testaments, the Apocrypha, and the Apostolic 
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Fathers.  With this assortment of secular and sacred writings and the array of subjects, 
scholars may approach Clement’s works from a variety of perspectives.  This section 
catalogues examples of these topics, followed by a more extensive review of additional 
works on Clement. 
 In his book, Études sur les ‘Stromates’ chez Clément d’Alexandrie (1966), André 
Méhat focuses on the literary structure and the manifold themes of the Stromateis.  He 
claims the structure is based upon the concept of concealment, not orderly arrangement.  
Subjects, such as poetry, philosophy, theology, biblical interpretation, the Logos, 
gnosis, and the Gnostic are set within the religious and philosophical contexts.  
Approaching Clement’s work and his association with the Philonic heritage, Annewies 
van den Hoek (1988) demonstrates Clement’s usage of Philo’s writings, comparing 
references to Moses, Hagar and Sarah, and the allegorical interpretation of the Old 
Testament.
100
  John Behr (2000) published his research on the asceticism and 
anthropology of Irenaeus and Clement, showing the similarities and differences 
between the bishop (Irenaeus) and the teacher (Clement).
101
  Narrowing his research to 
a single word, Jon Ewing (2008) demonstrates how Clement ‘Christianized’ the stoic 
conception of pro/noia.102  Approaching Clement’s work from a non-Patristic point of 
view, the Spanish scholar, Miguel Herrero (2008), wrote a commentary on Clement’s 
Protreptikos from a classicist’s perspective.103  He identifies ancient references Clement 
cited, linking them to Greek sources.  Intrigued by the notion of the ‘other Clement,’ 
Bogdan Bucur (2009) compares Clement’s usage of angelic imagery with the Holy 
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Spirit in early Christian documents.
104
  Adding a new perspective to reading Clement’s 
works, Andrew Itter (2009) examines some of Clement’s esoteric teachings in the 
Stromateis, especially the symbolism of the tabernacle as a model of the human ascent 
in Christ.
105
  Finally, the French scholar, Alain Le Boulluec, recently published his 
latest work: Alexandrie Antique et Chrétienne: Clément et Origène (2012).
106
  In this 
book, Le Boulluec sums up French scholarship concerning early Christianity in 
Alexandria, beginning with the origin of the didaskaleion and the roles of Pantaenus 
and Clement.  Boulluec delineates the modes of exegesis Clement and Origen 
developed, highlighting their allegorical methods and the theological foundations they 
set for Alexandrian Christianity, especially their emphasis on true gnosis. 
 The above monographs are useful thematic works that scholars have added to our 
Clementine library, as they showcase Clement’s treasury of knowledge.  However, due 
to each specific focus, none of these writings deals with Clement’s doctrine of the 
Incarnation.  What follows, therefore, is a review of other contributions scholars have 
added to our knowledge of Clement, including concise analysis about what they state or 
do not state vis-à-vis Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation and Christ-event. 
 Scholarly interest in Clement’s writings arose in the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries, and continues into the twenty-first century.  For example, preparing 
for the Bampton lectures in 1886, Charles Bigg wrote about what he styles, The 
Christian Platonists of Alexandria.
107
  Bigg portrays Clement as a Christian Platonist 
and provides a general assessment of Clement’s affinity to Platonism (46-52).  He 
further shows Clement’s disdain for Gnosticism (77-88), and surveys many Christian 
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subjects in Clement’s works, such as theology, the doctrine of the Son, creation, the 
lower and higher life of a Christian, grace, and the Eucharist.  An advantage of Bigg’s 
work is his use of meticulous footnotes, where he provides copious lists of Clement’s 
references to specific topics, making his monograph a helpful reference tool. 
Concerning Clement’s view of the Incarnation, Bigg observes: ‘The Word, the 
whole Word, took flesh of the Virgin Mary, and became man’ (71).  However, he 
follows this by saying: ‘But His flesh was not wholly like ours, inasmuch as it was 
exempt from all carnal desires and emotions, even the most necessary and innocent’ 
(71).  Bigg suggests that the ‘Platonic dislike of the body has led Clement here, though 
no Docetist, perilously near to the confines of Docetism’ (71-72).   
 Perhaps as a reaction to Bigg’s work, John Patrick wrote his Croall Lectures (1899-
1900) on Clement.
108
  Due to illness, the lectures were not revised for publication until 
1914.
109
  Patrick discusses Clement’s usage of philosophical categories (34-64), but he 
takes a different view than Bigg, and proposes:  
Clement was himself unconscious of any disloyalty to the teaching of the Church; 
and while he faced the situation of the time with intellectual courage, he did not 
dream of making any concession to the Hellenistic culture around him that either 
transformed or deformed the Christian Faith.
110
 
 
Patrick shows Clement assigned philosophy to a similar category as Jewish law; it was 
‘preliminary discipline for Christianity.’111 
 Patrick systematizes Clement’s theology under the modern rubrics of the Nature 
and Attributes of God (65-96) and the Person and Work of Christ (97-140).  He 
emphasizes that God created from his own will, and in Clement’s view, God is the 
cause of creation and the absolute first principle (74-78).  He further stresses the 
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absolute goodness of God (84-85); consequentially, God cannot originate evil (87-90).  
Patrick uses Clement’s pithy text in Stromateis V.1.1.2 to outline Clement’s 
Christology: ‘It escapes their notice that it is necessary to believe truly in the Son, that 
he is the Son and he came and how and why and concerning his sufferings.  And it is 
necessary to know who is the Son of God.’112  Following this framework, Patrick 
depicts Clement’s view of the Son of God by answering the questions: Who is the Son?  
He is the eternal Logos and Son of the Father (99-108).  Why did he come?  He came 
for the salvation of humankind teaching people how to live well.  How did he come?  
He came through the Virgin Mary, and thus, his body was real flesh.  In what ways did 
he suffer?  He suffered in death as a ransom for humanity.  Patrick is careful to cite 
texts in Clement’s works about the Incarnation and work of Christ, but does not 
elucidate them. 
 Patrick addresses the docetic problem (111-115), noting that ‘in Clement we must 
always be prepared for apparent contradictions’ (112).  He cites passages where 
Clement affirms the humanity of Christ and the isolated texts that appear docetic.  
Patrick’s rationalizes a solution, suggesting that the ‘wavering language is rather due to 
the fact that Clement approached the question of the person of Christ from the divine 
side…and was thinking not so much of the influence of the human on the divine as of 
the influence of the divine on the human’ (115).  Clement, therefore, ‘does not ask what 
limitations the human embodiment put on the divine, but what prerogatives the divine 
imparted to the human’ (115).  Thus, Patrick concedes that for Clement, ‘a tendency in 
the direction of docetism was inevitable’ (115). 
 On Clement’s subject of gnosis and the true Gnostic, Walther Völker (1952) 
produced a monograph, Der wahre Gnostiker, which depicts the ‘true’ Gnostic as a 
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Christian mystic striving for perfection.
113
  Völker interprets the Logos as a world 
Educator, who instructs the true Gnostic by mysteries.  This instruction leads to 
salvation which is motivated by ‘the sacred love’ of God (98-99).  Völker asserts that 
Clement ‘looks primarily at the effective Incarnation [in der Inkarnation wirksam] and 
the passion,’ as the expression of love (99).  The recurring theme in Clement’s work, as 
Völker sees it, is ‘pai/deusij-Motiv’ and God the Logos as ‘the Great Educator’ (Gott 
der große Pädagoge, 99).  In another way, he shows that Clement gives equal weight to 
the Logos, who is the Paidagogos, is ‘at the same time the Redeemer who died for our 
sins on the cross’ (107).114  Völker presents the Christian journey as a fight against the 
passions (183-188) in which the true Gnostic overcomes through faith (Glaube, 221-
254) and divine gnosis; he devotes all of Chapter IV (301-445) to gnosis.  After one has 
received gnosis, one becomes a true Gnostic with a new character and an ‘active life’ 
(tätiges Leben).  The character traits of a true Gnostic are love, dispassion, and the 
pursuit of perfection; Völker sees perfection as qeopoi/hsij (597-609).  The value of his 
work for this present study is that Völker roots the work of the Logos in redemptive and 
pedagogical roles, and the former follows the latter.  However, though Völker mentions 
the Incarnation, he does not develop it, and as Lilla observes, Völker does not root his 
discussion in Clement’s intellectual context in Alexandria. 
 Dissatisfied with the sparse attention paid by previous scholars (such as Völker) to 
Clement’s intellectual background, Salvatore Lilla (1971), devotes his book to display 
Clement’s thought with Jewish-Alexandrine philosophy (Philo), Middle Platonism 
(Alcinous), Neoplatonism, and second century Gnosticism.
115
  Lilla emphasizes 
Clement’s view that Greek philosophy was a divine deposit and God apportioned it to 
                                                 
 
113
 Völker, Der wahre Gnostiker nach Clemens Alexandrinus, Texte und Untersuchungen zur 
Geschichte der altchristlichen Literatur LVII, (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1952). 
 
114
 Der Logos als der Erzieher, was eine pädagogische Wertung der Strafe in sich begreift, und 
zugleich als der Versöhner, der für unsere Sünden am Kreuze stirbt. 
 
115
 Lilla, Clement of Alexandria: A Study in Christian Platonism and Gnosticism. 
 30 
 
prepare the Greeks to receive the Gospel (9-57).  He focuses on the works of Philo and 
Alcinous, citing copiously from the Philonic corpus and Alcinous’s Didaskalikos.  Lilla 
demonstrates numerous doxographical parallels of theological phraseology between 
these thinkers and Clement; he highlights Clement’s doctrines of pistis and gnosis, and 
draws textual similarities in ethics, theology, and cosmogony.  Lilla makes clear 
Clement’s familiarity with Philo and Middle Platonic concepts.116 
 Lilla points out two reasons for which Clement taught the Incarnation of the Logos.  
Firstly, the Logos became a human being in order to teach people to fight against the 
passions (113-117).  Secondly, ‘after becoming a historical person,’ the Logos became 
‘the source of gnosis’ (159).  Here, Lilla is perhaps the first scholar to associate 
Clement directly with Gnosticism of the second century, observing that Christ has come 
down as the ‘Gnostic’ teacher to impart secret knowledge to those with ears to hear 
(158-163).  Thus, Lilla argues that the Logos 
is not simply the impersonal law of fu/sij and of ethics, nor does he represent only 
human reason; being one and the same thing with Christ, his intervention in the 
human sphere is far more concrete and personal: He teaches, educates, he guides, 
he is the paidagwgo/j, both when he is a metaphysical principle and after his 
descent on earth, when he acts as a historical person.
117
 
 
Lilla develops neither the exchange aspect of the Incarnation nor the Christ event (as 
the redeeming work of the Logos), because ‘for Clement, it is Christ, the Logos, who 
has the task of healing the passions of man, and of guiding him gradually toward 
perfection by educating him’ (113).  As Lilla sees it, the primary purpose for the 
Incarnation in Clement’s Christology was to teach gnosis.  
 Lilla advances a three-stage theory of the logoi in Clement  Firstly, the Logos is the 
mind of God and is in God, and thus, identical to God (201-203).  Secondly, the Logos 
“‘comes out” of the mind of God and becomes a distinct being, which is the author of 
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creation and the sensible world’ (204-209).  Thirdly, the Logos is immanent in the 
universe and is its supreme law and helmsman, sustaining and guiding its course (209-
212).  The value of Lilla’s work is the copious evidence he has collated portraying 
Clement’s multidimensional background, which serves as a useful reference work.  The 
weakness is that it steeps Clement so deeply in the four backgrounds that Lilla does not 
bring Clement’s Christian milieu forward, but this was not his intention. 
 Immediately following Lilla, Alfredo Brontesi (1972) published a massive 
monograph: la Soteria in Clemente Alessandrino.  He divides it into two parts.  In Part 
One, Brontesi focuses on philological and linguistic concerns (13-233), providing a 
comprehensive treatment of four primary terms in all of their ‘case’ functions within the 
Clementine corpus: swthri/a, swth/r, sw/|zw, and swth/rioj.118  Part Two presents 
the theological aspects of soteria, which is the ultimate goal of the pedagogical process 
and human effort.  Although his focus is la soteria è tutto (‘salvation is everything,’ 
237)—since salvation is ‘at the beginning and end of creation’ (597)—he provides no 
elucidation of either the Incarnation or the Christ-event.  In fact, this omission was 
intentional.  Up front, he states that his study is ‘delimited and incomplete’ and his 
research is a foundation upon which others ‘will have their launch’ (che pure nella 
presente ricerca hanno un loro avvio, xxvii).  Accordingly, he admits that he purposely 
omits ‘the systematic soteriology of the mysteries of Christ from the Incarnation to the 
ascension’ (la soteriologia sistematica dei misteri di Cristo dalla incarnazione alla 
ascensione), ‘the humble parousia’ (la parousia umile), and ‘the salvific efficacy of the 
flesh assumed by the Logos’ (la efficacia salvifica della carne assunta dal Logos).119 
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 However, Brontesi recognizes that for Clement, the Logos was incarnated twice: 
Once by ‘operating through the prophets’ and a second time when ‘he became man in 
the parousia’ (621).  He claims that Clement affirms that the eternal Son and ‘the 
historical Christ [Cristo storico] are always manifestations of the very same Logos 
[medesimo Logos] in which he becomes flesh’ and ‘becomes, so to speak, the revelation 
of the Father’ (rivelazione del Padre, 621).  Beyond this, Brontesi has nothing more to 
say about the Incarnation or the Christ-event.  The strength of his work is the detailed 
lexical and philological analysis on swthri/a and related terms.  
 By-passing Brontesi and appearing to respond to Lilla’s emphasis on contemporary 
Middle Platonism as part of Clement’s intellectual dependence, Dietmar Wywra (1983) 
argues against Clement’s association with the Middle Platonists and links Clement 
directly to Plato.
120
  Wywra contends that the extensive doxographical lists comparing 
Clement’s passages with those of Alcinous and Philo (such as found in Lilla’s work) 
can obscure Clement’s use of the texts, blurring Clement’s ‘new’ Christian theology 
(173-176).  Wywra recognizes the similarities with Clement and Middle Platonists 
concerning apophatic theology, but claims that Clement’s view of Plato is completely 
incompatible with the contemporary ‘Schulplatonismus’ (318).  He also concludes that 
Clement denied matter as an ‘independent principle’ (eigenständiges Prinzip, 318), and 
rejected the tenet of the ‘three first principles’ (Drei-Prinzipien-Lehre) of Middle 
Platonism (13, 307, 318).  Wywra contends that Clement does not hold to the ‘eternality 
of the world’ (Ewigkeit der Welt), and interprets the Timaeus literally (318).  He 
concludes that Clement cannot be classified among the Middle Platonists of the second 
century, but must be associated with the philosophical teachings of Plato. 
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 Concerning the Incarnation and Christ-event, Wywra has little to say.  He does 
report that Clement believed it was the ‘transcendent God in the Incarnation of the Son 
of God [der transzendente Gott in der Inkarnation des Gottessohnes, 320].’  He affirms 
that Clement envisaged the goal of the Incarnation, which is ‘formulated on the basis of 
John 1:14’ was to ‘manifest God’ to humankind (261); thus he quotes Clement: ‘The 
Word became flesh in order that he might be seen.’121  As far as detected, he mentions 
the cross (Kreuz) only twice (164, 192), and states Christ is the best possible sacrifice 
because he is ‘the Son of God’ (der Sohn Gottes, 290).  However, because his agenda is 
to join Clement to Plato and not Middle Platonists, Wywra develops neither the 
theology of the Incarnation nor Christ-event. 
Challenging the two-logoi theory against scholarly opinion, Mark Edwards wrote 
what could be read as the decisive article, ‘Clement of Alexandria and His Doctrine of 
the Logos.’122  Edwards contends against Photius’s assertion (and Lilla’s), based on the 
Patriarch’s reading of Clement’s Hypotyposeis, of a two logoi system that makes 
Clement say the Logos was first in the mind of God and then proceeded forth to become 
a second divine hypostasis; therefore, ‘only the nature and not the person of the Logos 
is eternal’ (159).  Alternatively, Edwards argues for the ‘eternal generation’ of the 
Logos in Clement, advancing his case with four arguments: Firstly, the two-stage theory 
of the Logos was not a ubiquitous datum in the second century, and therefore cannot be 
applied to all of the apologists or ecclesial leaders and teachers of that time, especially 
Clement.  Secondly the philosophical and philological arguments cannot sustain—from 
Clement’s usage of the term lo/goj—a procession of two different logoi.  Thirdly, he 
challenges the charge from Photius based upon his misquotation of Clement’s Greek 
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text.  Fourthly, Edwards points to a passage in Cassiodorus’s Adumbrationes (1John 
1:1-2) which he claims is authentic: ‘When it says, “From the beginning,” it alludes to 
the generation without beginning of the Son who exists coevally with the Father.’  From 
this and other texts, Edwards argues for the eternal generation of one Logos in Clement. 
 Focusing on the three themes in Clement’s works: Gnosis, Theophany, and 
Theosis, Arkadi Choufrine situates Clement in the Gnostic thought of Valentinus and 
Basilides (for gnosis), an exegetical dependence on Philo (for theophany), and the 
backdrop of Platonic and Aristotelian ethics (for theosis).
123
  Dissimilar to Lilla, 
Choufrine’s thesis is that at ‘the center of Clement’s synthesis [of these backgrounds] is 
the Christ-event in its two aspects of divine revelation and human deification’ (199).  
Choufrine argues that Clement does not merely borrow from these intellectual 
backgrounds, but refines the concepts and shapes them to his own viewpoints.
 Choufrine interprets Clement’s teaching on the Incarnation from more uncertain 
passages: Eclogae Propheticae 23.1 and Excerpta ex Theodoto 4.1; 5:2; 18.1-2; and 
19.1, and explains Clement’s concept of illumination as the ‘Incarnation’ of divine light 
(100-111).  He reads Clement to think that when a believer receives illumination of 
Christ, divine light has been incarnated in the ‘flesh’ of that person.  Based upon 
Eclogae Propheticae 23.1, Choufrine argues that ‘Clement construes the deification 
integral to the Gnostic condition in terms of God’s Incarnation.  This makes Clement’s 
idea of deification “distinctively Christian,” because it is ‘rooted in the event of Christ 
as Light”’ (101).  This Light was first embodied in Jesus; thus the Incarnation was the 
‘parousi/a of the Light’ (113), and what people were meant to see in the historical 
Jesus was this Light.  After the Christ-event, ‘the Logos for Clement “becomes” any 
“flesh” It illuminates by Its presence’ (122).  Choufrine provides scant discussion about 
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the Logos assuming flesh as a historical person and the significance Clement places on 
this event for salvation. 
 After publishing his first book, The Philosophy of Clement of Alexandria (1957), 
forty years later Eric Osborn wrote his magnum opus, Clement of Alexandria (2005).  
This monograph addresses three primary questions that Osborn deems problematic to 
Clement.  Firstly, how can ‘one move from the kerygma and Scripture to propositions 
about God?’  Secondly, how is it possible that God the Father and God the Son 
comprise one God?  Thirdly, how do human beings respond in faith to the economy of 
salvation and to this one God?
124
  Osborn centers the answers to each of these questions 
in the theology of divine movement and reciprocity.  The God who exists is also the 
God who acts; his actions are accomplished by the Son, who is God and in reciprocal 
relations with the Father.  Osborn stresses that ‘Clement was concerned to maintain a 
distinction between Father and Son, to emphasize the transcendence of the former and 
the immanence and condescension of the latter.  But he was also concerned to maintain 
the unity of the Godhead’ (40).  The saving God moves toward humankind; in 
reciprocal motion, people move toward God (44, 107).  In one instance, God has moved 
to humanity by dispensing philosophy and the sacred writings of the prophets.  In 
another instance, God has moved to humankind through the Incarnation.  The relation 
of faith and knowledge is also answered by an interchange: ‘Faith and knowledge are 
joined by a “divine sequence of reciprocity.”’125  Thus, people move to God through 
faith, and in doing so, they receive insight into the knowledge of God.  Concerning the 
Incarnation, Osborn states that ‘The Word became flesh not merely when he came to 
earth as a man…,’ but ‘he also became flesh when he worked in the prophets.’126  
Clement ‘retains an abiding concern for the words and deeds of Jesus on earth.  The 
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whole point of the Incarnation was that the word might be seen’ (77).127  The strength 
of Osborn’s monograph is that it is a reference work on many of Clement’s subjects of 
interest, such as dialectics, philosophy, virtue, epistemology, theology, ethics, faith, and 
gnosis.  However, the breadth of this work restricts sufficient treatment of the 
Incarnation to brief discussion. 
 Examining Clement’s theology via negativa, Henny Hägg (2006) asserts that 
Clement initiated, along with Middle Platonists, some Gnostic literature, and the 
Hermetic corpus, the beginnings of Christian Apophaticism.
128
  ‘Clement is,’ in Hägg’s 
view, ‘the first Christian writer who systematically employs the method of abstraction 
in relation to God’ (158).  Like Lilla, she situates Clement in the philosophical tradition 
of Alcinous, but also includes Atticus and Numenius.  Hägg outlines the theology of 
these three Middle Platonists, providing extensive doxography, demonstrating 
Clement’s familiarity with their philosophical systems (72-133).  However, possibly 
influenced by Wywra, she observes that ‘the similarities that we may detect [between 
Clement and Platonists] are likely to be due to their common cultural milieu, which 
may be characterized as Middle Platonic’ (78).  In other words, similar terms and 
phrases were common currency in the schools between Athens and Alexandria.  Thus, 
the use of comparable terminology does not mean dependence.  Hägg extracts from 
Clement’s works a list of alpha privatives, which Clement utilized to talk about God: 
a1gnwstoj (unknown), a0kata/lhptoj (incomprehensible), a1narxoj (without 
beginning), a0nwno/mastoj (without name), a1rrhtoj (inexpressible), and a0paqh/j 
(dispassionate), to give a few.
129
  Although she set Clement firmly within the Platonic 
background, she shows that he partly moved beyond Platonism to the Christian 
knowledge of God.  In light of Clement’s movement toward Christianity, and especially 
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his usage of alpha privative terms, Hägg portrays Clement as the leading figure in the 
Christian apophatic tradition.   
 Hägg offers a light discussion on the Incarnation of the Logos affirming Clement’s 
position that the ‘Logos is both God and man’ (194-195).  However, she moves to 
address the two issues concerning Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation, the ‘two logoi’ 
theory and Docetism.  Following Edwards, Hägg rejects the idea of a ‘two stage’ theory 
in which the Logos is said to be ‘identical with the mind of God,’ but then issues forth 
from God and ‘becomes a distinct being, a second hypostasis, which is also the author 
of the creation of the world’ (188).  She maintains a ‘single stage theory’ that of ‘eternal 
generation’ (189): ‘The Logos generation from the Father is a process without 
beginning and the Logos is united with God from eternity’ (193).  Although there are 
stages in the generation of the Logos—both at creation and Incarnation—there are not 
two logoi, but the same divine Logos is generated (188-189).  Regarding Docetism, 
Hägg softened the christological contradiction by drawing attention to the ‘Platonic 
milieu to which he [Clement] belonged and the influence it had on his thought’ (196).  
She rationalizes that, although Clement insisted that the Logos became flesh, ‘the idea 
of attributing to the creator and sustainer of the universe a lack or a need for anything 
external to sustain his own body, would seem ludicrous’ to Platonic thinking (196).  
 Blending philosophical categories and Christian theology, Rüdiger Feulner (2006), 
highlights Clement’s philosophical and theological thought as the foundation to the 
Christian way of life, a ‘Christian philosophy’ (16-19).130  The Christian gospel and 
Greek philosophy are not irreconcilable, because they lead to the same destination: 
God, who is the ground of all existence.  Courses of study, such as Logik, 
Erkenntnistheorie, Ontologie, Philosophische Gotteslehre, Kosmologie, and 
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Anthropologie (82-130) comprise this Christian philosophy.  Christianity as a 
philosophy is centered on a salvific pedagogical program that leads to the likeness of 
Christ.  Feulner constructs a model of ‘subject-object-process’: Christ is the divine 
Instructor; the believer is the learner; the philosophical and theological subjects are the 
salvific instructions that bring about salvation (157).  Although Feulner develops 
neither Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation nor the Christ-event, he includes the fact 
of the Incarnation and the effect of the cross in a brief section subtitled: ‘The Salvific-
education of Jesus Christ’ (die Heilserziehung Jesu Christi, 185-189; and ‘the salvific 
pedagogy,’ die Heilspädagogik, 189-191).  Referring to the Incarnation, he quotes 
Clement: ‘the eternal Logos became man in Christ, “in order that he might be seen.”’131  
He mentions the cross as the atoning death of Christ: durch seinen Sühnetod am Kreuz 
(209), and notes that Clement instructs about the cross because by it Christ overcame 
‘sin, death and the power of evil’ (Als Sieger auch über Sünde, Tod und die Macht des 
Bösen verwandelt, 186).  Feulner suggests that Clement included the doctrine of the 
cross in the pedagogical program, because by it, ‘[Christ] really transforms the heart’ 
(verwandelt er die Herzen wirklich, 186).  Feulner briefly states these themes, but 
develops none of them, because his concentration is on philosophical theology. 
 Oleh Kindiy, a Ukrainian scholar, published his dissertation entitled Christos 
Didaskalos (2008).
132
  He focuses on Clement’s christology, ‘not in the terms of 
dogmatic theology of the fourth century and afterwards,’ but rather ‘as the key subject 
of Christian tradition about the Incarnation of the logos and his role in the divine 
economy of salvation’ (4).  Kindiy argues: ‘It is not an overstatement that the 
hermeneutic principle that determined orthodoxy and normativeness of early Christian 
doctrines was early christology, i.e., the way the early Christian communities and their 
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heralds portrayed and confessionally articulated the identity of Jesus Christ’ (19).  The 
author observes in secondary literature a ‘strong emphasis on the pre-existent nature of 
the logos, his absolute transcendence and divinity.’  He suggests that: ‘[I]f we look 
more closely, we find that for [Clement] the logos is not a purely intellectual category, 
metaphysical principle, or simply a logical formula, but rather a personalized reality 
that permeates, represents, and unites the human and the divine’ (47).  Since he 
emphasizes the ‘personal character’ of the Logos, Kindiy examines the argument about 
the ‘two-stage’ theory of the Logos (52-122).  In the end, he agrees with Mark Edwards 
and draws the conclusion that ‘for Clement the logos was single, unique, and yet 
multifaceted agent – the Son of God, the Creator of the cosmos, and the Teacher of 
humanity’ (123).  In his interpretation of Clement, Kindiy sees that ‘education, [or] 
Christian paideia, is the innermost component and vehicle, through which Clement’s 
theological program operates’ (125). 
 Similar to Feulner, Kindiy envisaged the three-fold pedagogical model: ‘Subject-
object-process’ with the Logos as subject, the Gnostic as object, and transformation as 
process (127-137).  Clement’s Logos is ‘the living Word of God, the New Song, who on 
many occasions has been interacting with the world but most stunningly at one point of 
time and history descended into earth as God-man, Jesus Christ and united the heavenly 
and human by means of his education’ (41).  Concerning the role of Christos as 
Didaskalos, he emphasizes, ‘Christ was the perfect teaching, the exemplary student, and 
the sole didaskalos’ (198).  Kindiy denotes Clement’s view of the inter-personal—
human-loving—character of the divine Logos, and connects the Logos to the person of 
Christ, and not as a metaphysical-cosmic principle.  He addresses the topic of Christ as 
Saviour in his discussion of Christ as High Priest (192-196), but leaves opportunity for 
future research.  What is missing in his christology is elucidation on Clement’s doctrine 
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of the Incarnation.  Kindiy mentions the Incarnation, but does not focus on it, because 
his interest is the function of the Logos in Christian paideia. 
 Piotr Ashwin-Siejkowski (2008) wrote a thematic work depicting Clement’s 
program of Christian perfection.
133
  His project advances Clement’s dependence on the 
Jewish traditions of Moses (43-55), the role of the sapiential sage, and thus, Clement 
relies heavily upon Philo (55-68).  He also provides discussion on Plato’s influence, but 
reinforces Clement’s point that Plato was ultimately dependent on Moses, so even 
through Platonism, we have Jewish dependence for Clement’s program.  According to 
Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement’s pedagogical movement toward perfection is a long 
gradual process aided by grace and knowledge.  The true Gnostic enters the regions of 
perfection and rest.  In the entire monograph, there is no discussion about the 
Incarnation or the Christ-event as part of the provision for perfection. 
 In his subsequent work, Clement of Alexandria on Trial, Ashwin-Siejkowski aims 
to address the charge of Docetism leveled by Photius.
134
  The locus classicus for 
Clement’s docetic text is Stromateis VI.9.71.1-2 and the parts in question are: “The 
Saviour…ate, not for the sake of the body, which was kept together by a holy 
energy...as certainly some afterwards supposed that he appeared in phantasmal shape 
(dokh/sei).  He was entirely impassible; inaccessible to any movement of feeling—
either pleasure or pain.’135  Ashwin-Siejkowski indicates that Clement was aware of the 
docetic heresy and comments: ‘As we can see, Clement opposed this opinion’ (98).  
However, Ashwin-Siejkowski’s solution to this passage is that Clement’s point about 
Jesus not needing to eat or drink, and that he was ‘inaccessible to any movement of 
feeling,’ is an “‘over spiritualization” of the historical Jesus of Nazareth’ (98).  Ashwin-
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Siejkowski rationalizes that it ‘is rather a rhetorical construction which aims by its 
radicalism to draw the attention of those who were searching for a model of spiritual 
excellence’ (98). 
 On one side, Ashwin-Siejkowski states: ‘Christ’s Incarnation offered the necessary, 
recognizable and irreplaceable bridge between the place where human beings are and 
reality, where God is’ (101).  On the other side, he claims: ‘Clement’s personal interests 
in philosophical theology elaborate less on the historical appearance in the flesh of the 
Logos.  Consequently, in Clement’s oeuvre a “word-became-flesh” Christology is 
subordinated to a “Logos-begotten” theogony.’136  Ashwin-Siejkowski concludes that 
‘the whole concept of Incarnation is treated by Clement as the secondary event in 
relation to the principal generation of the Son by his divine Father’ (102).  Unlike 
Kindiy, Ashwin-Siejkowski pays more attention to the metaphysics of the Logos than 
the personal relations of the Logos with humanity through the Incarnation.   
 Before concluding the literature review, there is one more work to mention.  
Published about the same time as Lilla’s influential work (1971) and Brontesi’s 
monograph (1972), W.E.G. Floyd composed a book entitled, Clement of Alexandria’s 
Treatment of the Problem of Evil.
137
  The overall book broaches the subject of 
Clement’s theodicy, addressing the human struggle with the problem of evil—
especially emphasizing the Gnostic solutions.  Accordingly, he points to the work of 
Christ as preliminary for Clement’s pedagogical program.  Assuming readers have a 
working knowledge of Platonism and the Gnostic Myth, Floyd addresses the problems 
of philosophical dualism (B-23) and the anthropological determinism of Valentinus and 
Basilides (24-40).  Floyd depicts Clement’s view on the origins of evil (41-60) and, 
although not describing them in detail, he mentions the malevolent powers that 
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subjugate humanity to evil (61-73).  His final chapter discusses Christ as the victor over 
evil (74-90).  Floyd emphasizes the Incarnation and Christ-event, but does not provide a 
systematic treatment of either one.  He portrays Clement’s view of the descent of the 
Logos, but perhaps, due to his focus on Clement’s polemic against Gnosticism, he omits 
the human ‘ascent’ unto deification through the disclosure of gnosis. 
Assessment and Methodology 
 Regarding the literature review, there is one critical observation to set forth crucial 
to this project.  Most scholars highlight Clement’s pedagogical path as the way to 
salvation, referring briefly to Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation.  Where scholars do 
discuss Clement’s logology they address one of two subjects, or both: the metaphysics 
of the multiple logoi theory (Lilla, Edwards, Hägg, Kindiy) and the docetic issue (Bigg, 
Patrick, Hägg, Ashwin-Siejkowski).  These two theological issues, especially Docetism, 
tend to sidetrack a sufficient treatment on Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation. 
 For the reason that Edwards, Hägg, and Kindiy have adequately treated the 
multiple logoi theory, it is unnecessary to address it here.  However, since the 
secondary literature generally affirms that for Clement the divine Logos assumed 
human flesh, and since the discussion commonly shifts to the issue of Docetism, there 
remains a gap in the literature.  The topic that needs further exploration is the 
Incarnation of the divine Logos, interlaced with Clement’s version of the ‘exchange’ 
doctrine as a divine mission.  The reason for this is that the Incarnation makes clear and 
explains how Clement’s salvific program works.  Without the Incarnation, Clement has 
no soteriology, because the Incarnation as the physical coming of the Logos as the 
suffering Saviour and Teacher undergirds Clement’s pedagogical plan of salvation. 
 The objective of this thesis is twofold.  Firstly, it locates Clement in the intellectual 
climates of Platonism and Gnosticism.  Trained in Platonism and familiar with 
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Gnosticism, Clement interacts with both schools of thought, but claims to possess the 
‘true philosophy’ and the ‘true gnosis.’  Secondly, this thesis claims that the Incarnation 
is central to Clement’s version of Christianity and is rooted in John 1:14.  The 
methodology collates and classifies Clement’s textual evidence showing that the Logos 
became both anthropos and sarx.  Simultaneously, this thesis yokes the exchange 
doctrine to the salvific and didactic missions of the Logos.  This approach focuses on 
the descent of the Logos to become anthropos and the ascent of human beings to 
become god.  (Some significant passages that are thematically dense are used in 
multiple sections to portray the appropriate theology.) 
 To this end, chapter one provides a sketch of the intellectual climate of Middle 
Platonism and second century Alexandrian Gnostic belief, utilizing a sketch of the 
Gnostic myth from the Apocryphon of John and other Gnostic tractates.  The discussion 
includes a four-part outline for both contexts: (1) theology, (2) the demiurge, (3) 
anthropogony, and (4) teleology for Platonism, but soteriology for Gnosticism.  Chapter 
two explains Clement’s intellectual background in terms of an apostolic tradition and 
succession, and highlights his version of a ‘gnostic tradition.’  The second chapter also 
includes a parallel outline of Clement’s theology, including the demiurge, 
anthropogony, and soteriology.  Clement’s context shows ‘which’ God became 
incarnate, ‘what’ kind of human being the Logos became, and ‘what’ kind of salvific 
mission God accomplished through the Incarnation. 
 The third chapter depicts Clement’s view of the Incarnation and salvific mission of 
the Logos-Son as Saviour.  It presents the evidence that for Clement the Logos-Son 
became a real flesh and blood human being, who suffered and died to vanquish death 
and rescue humankind from corruption. The investigation examines Clement’s usage of 
John 1:14 and the term gi/nomai linked with lo/goj, a1nqrwpoj, and sa/rc.  It 
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examines Clement’s discussion in Stromateis VII.2, where he claims the Logos 
assumed flesh that is paqhto/j, e0mpaqh/j, eu0paqei/a, and ai0sqhto/j.  The findings 
show that in Clement’s teachings, the Logos became both anthropos and sarx so that 
anthropos might become theos.  Important to Clement’s soteriology is the event of the 
crucifixion of Christ, because it is the means to apatheia.   
 The final chapter is about Clement’s version of the didactic mission of the Logos-
Son as Teacher.  It explains Clement’s usage of the terms parousi/a (coming) and 
e0pifa/neia (appearing) in relaton to the Logos, made possible because of the 
Incarnation.  It identifies him as the revelatory Agent of divine gnosis, who exegetes 
Scripture and its hidden gnosis, which unifies the Old and New Testaments and 
demarcates Greek philosophy as preparatory knowledge.  This mission awakens 
believers from ignorance, yokes them to Christ through gnosis, and assists them to 
assimilate the likeness of God.   
 The intention for this present work is that it adds to the discussion and begins to fill 
the gap in present scholarship regarding Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation of the 
divine Logos. 
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PART I: INTELLECTUAL CONTEXTS 
Chapter One: Platonic and Gnostic Contexts 
A. Introduction 
 When we survey the second century intellectual context in Alexandria, it becomes 
apparent that the speculative philosophy of Platonism, the secret writings of 
Gnosticism, and the Christian teachings of Clement, share at least four primary 
concerns.  Each structure of knowledge is interested in (1) the transcendent God, (2) the 
intermediary deity (the demiurge) who created the cosmos, (3) the origins of 
humankind and the problem of evil, and (4) the way to human happiness, or a pathway 
to salvation.  This chapter addresses these four subjects in both Platonism and 
Gnosticism.  The modus operandi is not to give an exhaustive treatment of these topics, 
but to sketch a thematic outline that shows how Clement’s theological discourse is 
distinct among philosophical and religious intellectual influences of his time. 
B. The Platonic Context 
 During his delivery of the Gifford Lectures (1927-1928), Alfred N. Whitehead 
made the now oft-quoted remark: ‘The safest characterization of the European 
philosophical tradition is that it consists of a series of footnotes to Plato.’138  While this 
might be a slight exaggeration, there is no doubt that Socrates (469-399 BC) and Plato 
(427-327 BC) opened the door of knowledge called philosophia: the ‘love of wisdom’ 
to western civilization.  In Clement’s generation, there was an intellectual rise of 
Platonic thinking, which some modern scholars, such as John Dillon, entitled Middle 
Platonism.
139
  It is named ‘Middle’ Platonism because it was the transitional period—
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from ca. 80 BC to ca. AD 220—of Platonic thought, roughly between Antiochus of 
Ascalon (125-68 BC), who rejected the speculative philosophy of the New Academy, 
and Plotinus (AD 204-270), the alleged founder of Neoplatonism.  Middle Platonism 
was not pure Platonic philosophy; it included Aristotelian logic and Stoic ethics.  For 
the reason that Middle Platonism permeated Alexandria in the second century and that 
Platonic philosophy is woven throughout Protreptikos and Stromateis, some scholars 
have situated Clement’s Christian theological discourse within this intellectual context. 
 Although scholars identify Middle Platonism as the main stream philosophy in 
Alexandria during the second century, another being Stoicism, Dietmar Wywra argues 
that Clement’s Platonic ties were with Plato himself, not his epigones.140  While not 
pursuing this matter in detail, there are at least two points worth noting briefly as they 
relate to Clement.  Firstly, Clement commonly cites Plato’s primary compositions: 
Laws, Meno, Phaedo, Phaedrus, Politicus, Republic, Sophist, Symposium, Theaetetus, 
and Timaeus.
141
  It seems Clement did not acquire Platonic philosophy through the 
secondary sources, although he was familiar with their language and concepts, as Lilla 
and Hägg have demonstrated.  Rather, Clement displays broad knowledge of Plato’s 
primary texts, and thus, following Wywra, Osborn states, Clement ‘goes direct to Plato 
and also knows Middle Platonism.’142 
 Secondly, in his surviving works, Clement does not mention the Middle Platonists 
Alcinous, Celsus, or Plutarch by name.  He mentions Numenius once, calling him a 
‘Pythagorean philosopher.’143  In fact, Clement expresses antipathy for contemporary 
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philosophers, because in his opinion, they were not genuine in their search for truth.
144
  
Conversely, in his known works, Clement mentions Plato by name 150 times, and more 
than once calls him ‘truth-loving’ (o9 filalh/qhj Pla/twn).145  Since Clement interacts 
with Plato what follows is a pithy sketch of Platonic theology, including the demiurge 
of Timaeus, Plato’s anthropogony, and his telos for humankind.  This section also 
interacts with Alcinous’s Didaskalikos: The Handbook of Platonism.146  
 1. Platonic Theology 
 Plato’s universe is swarming with divine beings.  John Dillon comments that ‘the 
Platonist cosmos was filled with subordinate, intermediate beings, the race of 
daemons.’147  Alcinous calls the daemons ‘“created gods,” [that are] present in each of 
the elements [genhtou\j qeou/j, kaq’ e3kaston tw~n stoixei=wn], some of them visible, 
others invisible, in ether, fire, air, and water.’148  Plato deems the celestial spheres as 
gods and even includes the traditional Homeric gods (like Zeus and Poseidon) in his 
theology.
149
  In Critias, for example, Plato calls Zeus ‘the god of gods’ (qeo\j de\ o9 qew~n 
Zeu/j).150  Beyond this plethora of subordinate deities, there are two Platonic gods of 
importance for this study in Clement: the transcendent god and the demiurge. 
 Plato’s transcendent god is known in the Republic as ‘the idea of the Good [th\n 
tou= a0gaqou= i0de/an].’151  The Good is the transcendent first principle, which some 
Middle Platonists claim Plato calls the ‘One.’152  Plato postulated that the Good exists 
‘in the intelligible region’ (o3 ti per au0to\ [ta0gaqo/n] e0n tw~| nohtw~| to/pw|) and that 
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‘the “idea of the Good” gives truth to the objects of knowledge and the power of 
knowing to those who know.’153  As the sun provides vision for the objects of sight, so 
the Good provides knowledge and truth for the objects of knowing.
154
  Commenting on 
this theology, Gerd van Riel states:  
Plato unveiled metaphysical principles, knowable only by reason, which constitute 
true reality and are participated in by sensible things.  When it comes to explaining 
how those metaphysical principles can posit themselves as intelligent beings, Plato 
intimates that they owe this to an even higher principle, the Idea of the Good, 
which provides being and intelligibility to the Forms.
155
 
 
For Plato, the Good is the transcendent and primal god, who exists in the divine realm.  
Concerning the nature of the Good, Alcinous reports that ‘the primary god is eternal [o9 
prw~toj qeo\j ai+/dio/j e0stin], ineffable, self-perfect [that is, deficient in no respect], 
and all-perfect (that is, perfect in all respects);’ the primary god is ‘divinity [qeio/thj], 
essentiality [ou0sio/thj], truth [a0lhqei/a], commensurability [summetri/a], ‹beauty›, 
good [a0gaqo/n].’156  For a Middle Platonist, Plato’s ‘[g]od is ineffable, graspable only 
by the intellect.’157   
 Clement assesses Plato’s theology, explaining that Plato ‘confessed god to be one, 
indestructible, and unbegotten [e3na ge ei]nai qeo/n, a0nw/leqron kai\ a0ge/nhton 
tou=ton],’ but also that ‘somewhere above, around the back side of heaven, in his own 
and private place, he surveys all things, truly existing forever.’158  This god is 
unknowable.  Clement commends Plato regarding his search for God, but then points 
out that Plato did not know exactly what he was searching for, and so encourages him 
to keep seeking for the Good.  Clement preceded the passage above with the following 
well-known quote from the Timaeus: ‘How then is God to be searched out, O Plato?  
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“For to find the Father and Maker of this universe [pate/ra kai\ poihth\n tou=de tou= 
pa/ntoj eu9rei=n] is a hard task, and having found him, to declare him to everyone is 
impossible.”’159   
 Clement agrees that the search for God is difficult.  However, he follows his 
agreement with encouragement and direction: ‘Well done, Plato!  You have touched on 
the truth.  Do not give up!  Take up with me the research concerning the Good [cu/n moi 
labou= th=j zhth/sewj ta0gaqou= pe/ri].’160  Clement implies that Plato did not 
complete his search and perhaps did not clearly understand what he stated about God.  
Consequently, he encourages Plato (or the Middle Platonists in Alexandria) to join him 
in the search for ta0gaqo/n. 
2. Platonic Demiurge 
 The second god we need to know about is Plato’s demiurge.161  None of Plato’s 
gods attracts more attention and controversy than the demiurge of Timaeus.
162
  
Classicists are at variance concerning the identity and function in the cosmos that Plato 
assigned to the demiurge.  Is it a mythical divine being, or an active principle of 
creation in the mind of the Good?   
Some scholars locate the demiurge below the transcendent god as an intermediary 
between the intelligible and sensible regions; the demiurge is seen as a mythical deity 
who generates the cosmos and orders it.  Gabriela Carone remarks: ‘The Timaeus 
presents the demiurge as the cause of the universe (29a6), according to the demand that 
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everything that undergoes becoming, or generation (genesis), does so necessarily by 
virtue of a cause (cf. 28a4-5, c2-3).’163  The demiurge did not create ‘ex nihilo, but from 
a pre-existing state of disorder, trying to make his product resemble the eternal model 
of the Forms (29a, 30a).’164  According to Alcinous, the demiurge created the cosmos 
‘out of the totality of matter [e0k th=j pa/shj ou]n u3lhj au0to\n e0dhmiou/rgei].  This, as it 
moved without order and randomly, prior to the generation of the heavens [pro\ th=j 
ou0ranou gene/sewj], he took in hand and brought from disorder into the best order.’165  
For this reason, ‘the demiurge is usually regarded as ordering [the cosmos] rather than 
creating [it].’166  The demiurge is thought to be the ‘mediator between the immutable 
Forms (those stable paradigms that serve to direct his purposive activity) and our 
sensible changing realm.’167  This mythical deity shapes eternal matter, generating and 
maintaining all cosmic, stellar, planetary, and sensible realities.  The task of the platonic 
craftsman is to shape the material world according to the Forms of the Good. 
 Other scholars demythologize the demiurge and view it as an active principle of 
creation.  In his commentary on the Didaskalikos, Dillon comments that a ‘constructive 
meditation on such a passage as the Sun Simile of Republic 6 should lead one to 
conclude that the Forms, dependent as they are on the Good for their existence as well 
as their knowability, are only fully actualized when cognized by a mind.’168  He concurs 
with Xenocrates that ‘a mind must think, and its contents can only be the Forms.’169  As 
a result, Dillon takes the view with Speusippus and Xenocrates and demythologizes the 
Timaeus, so that the demiurge is not a divine being.  Dillon argues that, if the Good is 
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identified as ‘the supreme god…, then inevitably the demiurge becomes merged with 
the Essential Living Being, the sum-total of the Forms, as simply an active principle of 
the intelligible world.’170  The demiurge in this argument is the creative principle of the 
Forms, which are in the mind of the Good. 
Alcinous’s rendering of Plato sets down the Forms as one of three first principles; 
he claims matter, Forms (or ideas), and the primal god to be first principles.
171
  He 
explains that a ‘form is defined as an eternal model of things that are in accordance with 
nature...for the forms are eternal and perfect thoughts of God.’172  It is believed that 
Plato set forth the metaphysical theory of Forms in order to ‘explain the permanent, 
universal, stable, and intelligible nature of things over against the ever-changing and 
unstable nature of things.’173   
 Providing his own view on the issue, Clement reports that ‘Plato the philosopher 
says that the telos is twofold: It is that which is communicable and exists in the Forms 
themselves [e0n au0toi=j u9pa/rxon toi=j ei1desin], which in fact, [Plato] names the Good 
[o3 dh\ kai\ ta0gaqo\n prosonoma/zei].’174  Clement’s interpretation of Plato is that the 
Forms are in ‘the Good,’ and are not a first principle.  The second aspect of Plato’s telos 
is that whatever participates in the Good receives likeness (o9moiothta) to the Forms.175  
This happens with ‘people, who lay claim to virtue and the true philosophy,’ which for 
Clement is Christianity.
176
  Here Clement would agree with Dillon and deny the 
existence of a mythical intermediary deity; Clement seems interested, not in Plato’s 
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demiurge, but in Plato’s supreme god.  As will be shown, Clement’s demiurge is both 
the transcendent God and the divine Logos. 
 Plato’s cosmos is dualistic.  There is the intellectual region of the Forms or ideas of 
the Good and there is the sensible region, the copy of the Forms.  The intellectual realm 
of the Good is eternal and unchanging; it is the region of being and existence.  The 
sensible realm is in a state of flux, ever subject to becoming; it is the region of things 
coming into existence.
177
  In this way, Timaeus presents the demiurge as moving within 
a dualistic cosmos, acting as the ‘principle of becoming and order...that organizes the 
sensible world by imposing on it regularity and structure.’178  On this point, Carl 
O’Brien notes that ‘the sensible cosmos can never achieve a state of perfection.  It does 
not even exist, but is always in a state of “coming-to-be.”’179  In line with this thinking, 
‘When [Plato] says that the world is ‘generated’, one must not understand him to assert 
that there ever was a time when the world did not exist; but rather that the world is 
perpetually in a state of becoming and reveals a more primordial cause of its own 
existence.’180 
 Taking into account Plato’s multiplicity of gods, including the Good and the 
demiurge, Mark Edwards points out that ‘Plato traces the origin of the cosmos to a 
demiurge, whom he frequently styles as ho theos.  This locution functions in the Greek 
Bible as a proper name and definite description, and could not be rendered otherwise 
than as “God.”’181  Although Plato and Clement use the term qeo/j, the qeo/j of the 
Timaeus is neither the same divine being as the qeo/j of the Septuagint nor of Clement’s 
writings.  In view of this, Edwards sets out two reasons to be cautious of the term qeo/j 
in Plato’s writings: 
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First the demiurge delegates many tasks to acolytes who, though inferior in rank, 
belong to the category of gods; secondly, while he is free to create he is not free to 
determine the character of his creation.  That is determined rather by the 
everlasting paradigm, which is logically if not temporally prior to all material 
existence and contains the archetypes of natural kinds.
182
 
 
Edwards continues his argument and issues the following caveat: ‘It is dangerous to 
count Plato as a monotheist, or a theist of any kind, when he did not, in any sense that 
the Bible knows, believe in God.’183  Since Clement’s God is the God of the Greek 
Bible, his theological discourse differs radically from Plato.   
 3. Platonic Anthropogony 
 Following the Timaeus, Alcinous recounts that the creation of humankind took 
place after ‘[g]od had imposed order upon the universe as a whole.’184  As Plato’s 
cosmos is dualistic—intelligent and sensible, or invisible and visible—so also, the gods 
created humankind with ‘two Forms of existences [du/o ei1dh tw~n o1ntwn], that which is 
visible and that which is invisible [to\ de\ o0rato\n, to\ de\ a0eide/j].’185  For Plato, 
humankind is made up of body (sw~ma) and soul (yuxh/); ‘the soul is more like the 
invisible than the body is, and the body more like the visible.’186  For Alcinous, the 
gods fashioned the somatic structure of humankind from the stoicheia: ‘earth, fire, air, 
and water.’187   
 The human soul, however, comes from the cosmic bowl wherein the demiurge 
‘blended and mixed the Soul of the Universe [th\n tou= panto\j yuxh/n].’188  The Soul 
of the Universe animates the physical structure of the cosmos.  The demiurge ‘poured 
the residue of the previous material, mixing it in somewhat the same manner...and when 
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He had compounded the whole He divided it into souls equal in number to the stars, and 
each several soul He assigned to one star.’189  The demiurge also ‘showed them [the 
souls] the nature of the universe and declared to them the laws of destiny.’190  He 
further informed the souls that there comes a time for them to be  
planted in bodies, and their bodies are subject to influx and efflux, these results 
would necessarily follow,—firstly, sensation [ai1sqhsij] that is innate and common 
to all proceeding from violent affections; secondly, desire [e1rwj] mingled with 
pleasure and pain [h9donh=| kai\ lu/ph|]; and besides these, fear and anger and all such 
emotions.
191
 
 
The passions are inherent in the body and part of the sensible nature, making it an evil 
region, and therefore, a cause for human struggle and suffering.  In one passage, he 
elucidates his view of the body this way:  
For the body [to\ sw~ma] keeps us constantly busy by reason of its sustenance; 
moreover, the body fills us with passions and desire and fears [e0rw/twn de\ kai\ 
e0piqumi/wn kai\ fo/bwn], so that it really and truly, as they say, makes it impossible 
for us to think at all.  The body and its desire [t\ sw~ma kai\ ai9 tou/tou e0piqumi/ai] 
are the only cause of wars and factions and battles; for all wars arise for the sake of 
gaining money for the body, since we are enslaved to its service [douleu/ontej th=| 
tou/tou qerapei/a|].192  
 
Plato thought that the divine plan for the soul is to enter the body and then master the 
emotions and purify the mind through reason and contemplation, and in so doing, the 
soul will return to its ‘native star’ (oi1khsin a1strou).193  ‘The soul is naturally divine 
and seeks to return to the divine realm.  And it does this in the act of contemplation – 
theoria — of Being, Truth, Beauty, Goodness.’194  Alcinous points out that ‘when the 
gods had thus constructed man, and had bound into his body the soul which was to be 
its master, with good reason they established the ruling part of it in the head.’195  The 
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ruling organs are reason and judgement.
196
  These guides are designed to assert 
authority over the sensible region.  Thus, for Plato, humankind is in one sense earthly, 
sensible, and subject to emotions, but in another, humans are celestial, intellectual, and 
able to contemplate the Good.   
 4. Platonic Teleology 
 Since the gods have embodied the soul within the visible, material region, the 
assignment for humans is to master the sensible realm through contemplation of the 
Good and the practice of philosophy.  Alcinous suggests that ‘if one examines his 
[Plato’s] works with care, one will see that he placed the good for us in the knowledge 
and contemplation of the primal good, which one may term [g]od and the primal 
intellect.’197  The qualities found in the Good are ‘noble, divine, lovely, [and] well 
proportioned.’198  None of the qualities people call good, such as ‘health, beauty, 
strength, wealth’ are deemed good, unless their purpose is for virtue.’199  Thus, 
happiness is ‘not to be found in human goods, but in divine and blessed ones.’200  Plato 
directs people to follow the contemplation of the Good with disciplined practice of 
proper thoughts and virtue in order to reach the telos.  He tells us: 
But he who has seriously devoted himself to learning and to true thoughts, and has 
exercised these qualities above all others, must necessarily and inevitably think 
thoughts that are immortal and divine [fronei=n a0qa/nata kai\ qei=a], if so be that 
he lays hold of the truth, and in so far as it is possible for human nature to partake 
of immortality [kaq’ o3son d’ au] metasxei=n a0nqrwpi/nh fu/sij a0qanasi/aj], he 
must fall short thereof in no degree.  Having achieved this likeness, [one will] 
attain finally to that goal of life [te/loj bi/ou] which is set before men by the gods 
[proteqe/ntoj a0nqrw/poij u9po\ qew~n] as the most good both for the present and 
for the time to come.
201
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 Just as the cosmos is intellectual and sensible, and humankind is visible and 
invisible, Plato also postulates that the realm of human existence is two-fold: ‘Two 
patterns, my friend, are set up in the world, the divine which is most blessed, and the 
godless, which is most wretched.’202  These two regions co-exist for humankind, and 
accordingly, Plato thought malice would not be eliminated, because evil must always 
oppose the good and haunt human existence.
203
   
As a way to navigate one’s way through this haunted existence, Plato urges people 
to like god: 
‘Every man ought to follow god.’  What life then is pleasing to god?  There is an 
old saying that, ‘like agrees with like, measure with measure’, and god ought to be 
our measure in all things.  The temperate man is the friend of god because he is like 
Him, and the intemperate man is not His friend, because he is not like Him.
204
   
 
Plato’s telos is to be like god; yet, what does he mean to be like God?  He answers: ‘We 
ought to try to escape from earth to the dwelling of the gods [the intellectual realm] as 
quickly as we can.  And to escape is to become like God, so far as this is possible, and 
to become like god is to become righteous [di/kaion] and holy [o3sion] with wisdom 
[fronh/sewj].’205  Platonic ‘[p]hilosophy is thus an attempt to live now a life we can 
only really live beyond death; it is preparation for death.’206 
 Recently, and concluding a different interpretation, John Armstrong observes that a 
Middle Platonic reading of Plato assumes likeness to god means one had to take ‘flight 
from the sensible world.’207  So, Alcinous thinks ‘one should escape from here to there 
as quickly as possible.’208  By ‘here’ he means the sensible region; by ‘there’ he means 
the intellectual region and thus likeness to god, which is possible after death, is flight 
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from the body.  However, drawing from his study of Plato’s works, especially Timaeus, 
Philebus, and Laws, Armstrong postulates that what Plato means by likeness to god is 
putting forth the ‘effort to unify the city under the intelligent law and to educate the 
citizens in virtue.’209  Armstrong concludes that Plato thought likeness to god—viz. the 
attainment and expression of virtue—was an engagement in society, not a departure 
from it.  Thus, to become ‘righteous and holy with wisdom’ is to be like god in the polis 
where people assimilate these Forms of virtue.   
Unlike Clement, Plato’s telos is linked neither to a salvific figure nor a revelatory 
agent, but to intellectual and moral virtue.
210
  Thus, likeness to god is not based on the 
descent of god to humankind, as it is for Clement, but upon the disciplined 
philosophical ascent toward the Forms of the Good. 
C. The Gnostic Context 
 Scholars have long recognized the theological similarities between Platonism and 
Gnosticism, especially the theology of a transcendent god, the myth of a demiurge and 
the metaphysical dualism of intelligible and sensible regions.  Based upon the writings 
of early heresiologists, there has been reason to suppose various groups of Platonists 
spawned the Gnostic religion.
211
  Irenaeus reports that the Valentinians derived their 
doctrines from Democritus and Plato.
212
  Tertullian surmises that all heresies came from 
Hellenistic philosophy.
213
  Hippolytus maintains that Valentinian Gnosticism originated 
from the philosophy of Pythagoras and Plato.
214
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 Yet for some biblical specialists, there is reason to think ‘Gnosticism was an 
aberration of early Christianity.’215  Simone Pétrement argues that Christianity, 
specifically the theological background of John and Paul, has given rise to doctrines 
such as redemption and a salvific figure; issues of salvation are central to gnostic 
thought.
216
  Concurring, Arthur Nock and Alastair Logan connect the Nag Hammadi 
codices to the New Testament and deduce Christian origins for Gnosticism.
217
  Some 
scholars believe that intellectual Christians with philosophical backgrounds blended 
Platonic ideas with biblical stories and theology, and in this way, developed Gnostic 
myths.  If so, the question arises: What form of Christianity gave rise to Gnosticism, 
specifically in Alexandria? 
 Currently, there is scholarly claim that both Judaism and Jewish Christianity are the 
provenance for most Gnostic sects in Alexandria.
218
  This school of thought depends on 
two essential arguments.
219
  Firstly, the gnostic literature of the Nag Hammadi codices 
demonstrates close knowledge of the Old Testament, especially Genesis 1-9, and the 
prominent characters, such as a creator-God, Adam, Eve, the Serpent, Cain, Seth, Noah, 
and the Sons of God.  Some gnostic sects were called by Old Testament names such as 
the Ophites, Sethians, and Cainites.
220
  In addition, gnostic documents show a 
particularly Jewish set of self-designations such as the ‘elect,’ the ‘seed,’ and the ‘sons 
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of light,’ which show connections with the Essenes, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and Jewish 
theology in general.
221
  The personification of Sophia as a divine hypostasis is 
prominent in Gnostic speculation.  Addressing this topic, George MacRae argues for a 
Jewish wisdom tradition as the antecedent for the Gnostic myth of Sophia.  He shows 
many parallels between Proverbs and ben Sirach with myths.
222
  It is recognized that 
particular knowledge of the Old Testament points towards a Jewish influence, and 
perhaps, a Jewish Christian origin for the development of Gnostic belief in Alexandria. 
 Secondly, this school argues that the social suppression, heavy economic loss, and 
personal defeat the Jews experienced after Vespasian and Titus (AD 66-70), Trajan 
(AD 115-117), and Hadrian (AD 132-135) demoralized, dislocated, and eventually 
disenfranchised the Jewish population in Alexandria.  Assessing the roots of this 
theodicy, Smith argues: ‘The most radical feature of Gnosticism, that which gives it its 
distinctiveness as a religious movement, could not have arisen apart from some crisis 
that caused profound disappointment on a religious plane.’223  History shows that after 
Trajan suppressed the Jews, Basilides arose as an influential Christian teacher and 
flourished in Alexandria (AD 117-138).  Directly after the Bar Kokhba revolt, 
Valentinus (AD 100-160) emerged as an effective Christian teacher in Alexandria.  
Attesting to these events, Clement reports that ‘it was later, around the times of Hadrian 
the King that those who contrived the heresies came to be.’224  Clement lists in order the 
inventors of heresies: Basilides, Valentinus, and Marcion.
225
  He further informs us that 
‘[i]t is evident from the high antiquity and perfect truth of the Church, that these later 
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heresies, and those subsequent to them in time, were new inventions.’226  One new 
invention was the recasting of the identity of the God of the Old Testament. 
 Considering the devastating results of the revolts, some scholars argue that 
intellectual Jews, disillusioned from a heightened sense of theodicy—the problem of 
evil and suffering without deliverance from the God of their Scriptures—radically 
reshaped their theology.
227
  What was at stake was the character of the God of their 
Fathers.  Charles Hedrick states the issue: 
By definition, a righteous and benevolent God could not be the source of evil and 
disorder in the universe.  And since the creator God of the Old Testament can be 
understood to have acted in capricious and questionable ways (as for example Job), 
it would naturally follow that he is not the righteous and benevolent father; rather 
he proves to be a merely blind and ignorant fashioner of worlds.
228
 
 
The notable theological change, which is consistent in the gnostic literature having 
Jewish antecedents, is the emergence of a lesser god, who is responsible for creating the 
chaotic cosmos and allowing, even causing, the sufferings of humanity.  About this 
point, Smith further asserts that ‘Judaism itself provided the religious and intellectual 
soil in which Gnosticism took root, especially its most distinctive feature: a negatively 
valued biblical demiurgy.’229  This feature of a demiurge reflects a Platonic antecedent 
from Timaeus.  The argument is that the origins of Gnosticism in Alexandria are rooted 
in Judaism and Jewish Christianity, and as Luttikhuizen suggests, ‘with a background in 
Hellenistic schools of thought who evaluated biblical and other no-Gnostic traditions in 
the light of their own religio-philosophical world view’230   
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 The intention here is not to advocate one view over another, but to provide a setting 
that recognizes that Gnosticism arose from a combination of Judaism, Platonism, and 
Christianity—the three foremost intellectual environments Clement encountered in 
Alexandria.  At this point, it is worth noting along with Mark Edwards that ‘the tumult 
of conjectures that is now called Gnosticism may be seen as an evil leaven in Egyptian 
Christianity, but a scholar who omits them from a study of Origen’s Alexandrian 
background will be making bread without yeast.’231  The same point is true for Clement.  
Thus, what follows is a basic sketch of the gnostic myth circulating in Clement’s time, 
including its theology, the demiurge, anthropogony, and soteriology. 
 1. Gnostic Theology 
 Scholars propose that ‘the starting point of Gnostic thought is not Christ, but an 
explanation of the ambivalence of the world and especially mankind (being divine in 
mind or spirit, but mortal and bad in flesh and moral behavior).’232  This polarity in the 
human struggle points to the culpability of a certain god responsible for creation.  
Concerning this deity, Pearson asserts that Jewish Gnostics ‘split the transcendent God 
of the Bible into a supreme ineffable being...and a lower creator responsible for the 
material world.  It is precisely this radical dualism which marks the decisive step out of 
(normative) Judaism taken by the Gnostic thinkers.’233  For the Gnostics, the highest 
‘deity is absolutely transmundane, its nature alien to that of the universe, which it 
neither created nor governs and to which it is the complete antithesis: to the divine 
realm of light, self-contained and remote, the cosmos is opposed as the realm of 
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darkness.’234  The divine realm of this God is in the spiritual perfection of the pleroma 
(the region exterior to the cosmos), whereas the lower region, the stellar and planetary 
cosmos, is governed by the demiurge and his archons. 
 Within this theological shift there are Middle Platonic designations of God in some 
Gnostic theology.  In the Gospel of Truth—attributed to Valentinus—God is ‘the 
incomprehensible, inconceivable one.’235  Another Gnostic writing, perhaps written at 
the close of the second century that describes the transcendent God is The Tripartite 
Tractate.  As its title infers, it is a three-part document that ‘narrates the origin and 
history of the universe from the beginning to the anticipated “restoration” of all 
things.’236  The first section is dense with apophatic theology: 
He [God] is without beginning and without end; for not only is he without end—he 
is immortal for this reason, that he is unbegotten—but he is also invariable in his 
eternal existence, in his identity.  Likewise, he is himself unchanged, and no one 
else can remove from him his existence and his identity.  Thus, he cannot be 
grasped, nor is it possible for anyone else to change him into a different form or to 
reduce him, or diminish him, because this, in the fullest sense, is the truth: he is the 
unalterable, unchangeable, one, with immutability clothing him.
237
 
 
 An important second century Jewish-Christian ‘gnostic’ document with platonic 
theology is the Apocryphon of John.
238
  Since the gnostic myth described in this tractate 
corresponds to Irenaeus’s depiction of the gnostic heresy, scholars have assigned to it a 
terminus ante quem of AD 180, the dating of Against Heresies.
239
  Karen King reports: 
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‘The importance of the Secret Revelation of John can hardly be overestimated.  It was 
the first Christian writing to formulate a comprehensive narrative of the nature of God, 
the origin of the world, and human salvation.’240  Since the provenance of this 
document is situated in early to mid-second century—representing a Valentinian 
version of the Gnostic myth—and it covers (as King points out) the theological topics 
essential to this present thesis, I use it as a framework for the fundamental Gnostic 
doctrines circulating in Clement’s time.   
The Apocryphon of John is theologically diverse and shows clear evidence of 
Platonic thought.  The following passage is quoted exactly, including interpolations, as 
the editors, Michael Waldstein and Frederick Wisse, translated it (with the lacunae) in 
their edition.
241
  It is as follows: 
2       [He is eternal] 
 since he does [not] need (xrei/a) [anything].  
4 For (ga\r) [he] is total perfection. 
 [He] did not [lack anything] that he might be perfected by [it; 
6 Rather (a0lla/)] he is always completely perfect 
 in [light]. 
8 He is [illimitable] 
 since there is no one [prior to him] to set limits to him. 
10 He is unsearchable 
 [since there] exists no one prior to him to [examine him. 
12 He is] immeasurable since there [was] no one [prior to him 
 to measure] him. 
14 [He is invisible since no] one saw [him  
 He is eternal] since he [exists] eternally. 
16 He is [ineffable since] no one was able to comprehend him 
 to speak [about him]. 
18 He is unnamable 
 since [there is no one prior to him] to give a name to [him].
242
 
 
Here, the Apocryphon of John contains terminology similar to Alcinous’s Didaskalikos 
and Stromateis V.12.81.4-82.1. 
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 In other places, the Apocryphon of John shows a Christian context, which points to 
the ‘teaching [of the Saviour] and [the revelation] of the mysteries [and the] things 
hidden in silence, [all these things which] he taught John, [his] disciple.’243  The author 
also shows a Christian theology of benevolence.  The boundless God shares his 
cornucopia of goodness with humankind: 
For the [perfect one] is majestic; he is pure and immeasurable [greatness].  He is an 
aeon-giving Aeon, [life]-giving Life, a blessed-ness-giving Blessed One, 
knowledge-giving Knowledge, goodness-giving Goodness, mercy and redemption-
giving Mercy, grace-giving Grace, not because he possess it, but because he gives 
immeasurable and incomprehensible [light].
244
  
 
This style of discourse is analogous to a passage in Quis Dives Salvetur: 
For our Lord and Saviour is pleased to be asked a question most appropriate to 
Him.  The Life concerning life, the Saviour about salvation, the Teacher about the 
chief doctrines he was teaching, the Truth concerning the true immortality, the 
Logos, about the paternal Logos, the perfect One about perfect rest, [and] the 
incorruptible One concerning sure incorruption.
245
 
 
This passage shows that Clement was possibly aware of the Apocryphon of John, but he 
applies these attributes to Christ the Saviour.   
 As the Apocryphon of John and other tractates unfold, the portrait of the 
transcendent God, including the generation of other gods, morphs into myth.  The 
supreme God is portrayed as the ‘invisible’ and ‘virginal Spirit,’ the ‘Father’ who 
possesses ‘the five-aeon: Ennoia, Pronoia, Aphtharsia, Zoe Aionios, and Aletheia.’246  
In the protological setting, the Father brought forth from his interior thought (Ennoia), a 
female being exterior to himself; Pronoia is ‘[The first power], Barbelo, the perfect 
glory in the aeons, the glory of the revelation.’247  Barbelo is the ‘first thought, his 
image; she became the womb of everything for she is prior to them all, the Mother-
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Father, the first Man, the holy Spirit.’248  Barbelo asks the invisible Spirit to give her 
Pronoia, Aphtharsia, Zoe Aionios, and Aletheia, and ‘the invisible Spirit consented.’249  
Consequently, similar to the invisible Spirit, Barbelo became a five-aeon being, 
possessing thought, foreknowledge, incorruption, eternal life, and truth; moreover, 
Barbelo is androgynous: the divine Mother-Father.
250
 
 Subsequently, the invisible Spirit looked inside Barbelo ‘with the pure light which 
surrounds the invisible Spirit and (with) his spark, she conceived from him.’251  Barbelo 
brought forth ‘the only-begotten one of the Father, the pure Light,’ the Son.252  The 
Father anointed the Son with the goodness of the invisible Spirit.  This Son became ‘the 
great Logos, the divine Autogenes, and the incorruptible man,’ the Christ.253  
Subsequently, Autogenes asked for Nous to be his assistant, and the invisible Spirit 
granted it.
254
  The Apocryphon of John continues: 
The [H]oly Spirit completed the divine Autogenes, his son, together with 
Barbel[o], that he may stand before the mighty and invisible, virginal Spirit as the 
divine Autogenes, the Christ, whom he had honored with a mighty voice.  He came 
forth through the Pronoia.  And the invisible, virginal Spirit placed the divine 
Autogenes of truth over everything.
255
 
 
In the Apocryphon of John and other Gnostic tractates, this account shows the 
perfection of the Godhead in the pleroma.  God is the transcendent, invisible, and the 
virginal Spirit; God is Barbelo, the five-aeon of pure light and the androgynous Mother-
Father; and God is the one conceived by the spark of the invisible Spirit, the Autogenes 
of the truth, the Logos, the Son of God, the Christ.  From this perfection in the pleroma, 
the attempt by the Gnostics to answer the questions about the origins of evil, human 
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deficiency, suffering, and imperfection was a complicated task.  Their solution is the 
creation of the lower-God, the demiurge. 
 2. Gnostic Demiurge 
 While the transcendent God of Gnosticism is similar to the highest God in 
Platonism—discounting Barbelo and Autogenes—the gnostic lower-God is altogether a 
different figure than the demiurge of Timaeus.  As we saw, Plato’s demiurge takes the 
eternal Forms of the Good and creates order out of primal disorder.  It is the aim of this 
demiurge to generate and shape matter to emulate the likeness of the highest Good.  The 
Timaeus tells us: 
For God desired that, so far as possible, all things should be good and nothing evil; 
wherefore, when He took over all that was visible, seeing that it was not in a state 
of rest but in a state of discordant and disorderly motion, He brought it into order 
out of disorder.
256
 
 
The Gnostic demiurge is quite different: He is an arrogant, ignorant, and a jealous deity.   
Part of the reason for this portrayal is that ‘the [Gnostic] myth of origins aims to answer 
the question of how the imperfect and perishable world in which the Gnostic lived was 
related to the eternal spiritual perfection of the Invisible Spirit.’257  For the Gnostic, the 
dualism of two worlds—the pleroma and the cosmos—requires a theological dualism: a 
transcendent God with good attributes and a lesser God, a marplot. 
 The lesser God in Gnostic myth is Yaldabaoth.  Some of the tractates that depict 
accounts of the generation of Yaldabaoth are the Apocryphon of John, the Hypostasis of 
the Archons, On the Origin of the World, and in a concise narrative, the Trimorphic 
Protennoia.
258
  According to the theogony in these tractates, Sophia was tempted by her 
own inner thought to produce an image of herself.  Upon acting without the consent or 
the power of the Autogenes (her consort), she brought forth Yaldabaoth.  On account of 
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this theogony, it will be helpful straightaway to discuss the saga of Sophia before 
describing her offspring, the malevolent demiurge.  
 Sophia is the twelfth aeon brought forth by the invisible Spirit to stand by his Son, 
Autogenes.  In the myth, God brought forth twelve aeons that emanate from four 
luminous-aeons.  The first luminous-aeon is Armozel; ‘grace, truth, and form’ emanate 
from this light.  The second aeon is Oriel; ‘conception, perception, and memory’ 
proceed from this luminary.  The third luminous-aeon is Daveithai; ‘understanding, 
love, and idea’ emanate from this light.  The fourth aeon is Eleleth; ‘perfection, peace, 
and Sophia’ proceed from this luminary.259  The Godhead and these emanations 
constitute the fullness of the divine realm—the pleroma.260  The pleroma is the unity of 
these luminous powers functioning in harmony, providing fullness of existence.
261
  The 
Gnostics believed that attaining the knowledge of the pleroma displaces the deficiency 
of human ignorance concerning human nature.  In this light, Violet MacDermot reports 
that ‘Knowledge of pleroma enables man himself to become a pleroma.’262   
 Sophia is part of this divine realm and emanates from Eleleth.  The tractate, Sophia 
of Jesus Christ, says that Christ’s consort was the great Sophia, ‘who was from the first 
destined in him for a yoke through the self-begotten Father.’263  In the pleroma, Sophia 
and Autogenes (Christ) were yoked.  Analogous to the story of Adam and Eve, Sophia 
stepped away from her partner and conceived independently an inner thought and ‘a 
thing came out of her which was imperfect and different from her appearance, because 
she had created it without her partner [Autogenes].’264  She conceived and brought forth 
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from her female seed (principle), not a good demiurge, but an ignorant and arrogant 
monster: Yaldabaoth.  Concerning his appearance, Yaldabaoth was a theriomorphic 
demiurge: He had the ‘form of a lion-faced serpent.’265  Its eyes were like ‘lightening 
fires which flash.’266  Some literature calls this event the ‘Fall of Sophia.’267 
 Pearson suggests that the name Yaldabaoth ‘is often interpreted according to an 
Aramaic etymology as “child of chaos.”’268  The treatise, Trimorphic Protennoia, calls 
Yaldabaoth ‘the great Demon who rules over the lowest part of the underworld and 
Chaos.  He has neither form nor perfection, but on the contrary possesses the form of 
the glory of those begotten in darkness.’269  Yaldabaoth has two other names: Saklas 
and Samael.
270
  Saklas means ‘fool,’ and according to the Hypostasis of the Archons, 
Samael means ‘god of the blind,’ or perhaps ‘blind god,’ a god in darkness.271  When 
Sophia saw his image, she was horrified and regretted the existent consequence of her 
independent thought; so, she anxiously cast Yaldabaoth outside of the pleroma so that 
no one within the divine region would see him, because ‘she created him in 
ignorance.’272  She then surrounded Yaldabaoth with a cloud to conceal him, and placed 
a throne in the midst of the cloud.
273
  As the offspring of Sophia, Yaldabaoth ‘took great 
power from his mother.’274  The divine power was the light, which emanated from 
Eleleth, but was the gift of ‘Christ and the indestructibility.’275 
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 As the chief archon, Yaldabaoth created twelve lesser archons, and ‘placed seven 
kings—corresponding to the firmaments of heaven—over the seven heavens and five 
over the depth of the abyss, that they might reign.’276  Codex Berlin, which includes 
another tractate of the Apocryphon of John, states that, when Yaldabaoth made the 
archons, ‘he shared with them of his fire which belongs to him and of his power.  But 
he did not give them of the pure light power which he had taken away from his 
mother.’277  It is important to note that the Gnostic myth is ultimately focused on the 
invisible Spirit recovering this ‘pure light power’ that Yaldabaoth took from Sophia. 
 The important aspect about the makeup of Yaldabaoth is that, because he was 
conceived by only Sophia (a female), he was a mixture of (1) her psychic thought, (2) 
the light emanation (from Eleleth), and (3) darkness.  The darkness was derived from 
Sophia’s insubordination and desire to conceive a thought without her partner.278  
Consequently, Yaldabaoth is a psychic being (not pneumatic), a mixture of light and 
darkness, and thus he was ‘ignorant darkness.’279  The Apocryphon of John goes on to 
say that ‘when the light had mixed with the darkness, it caused the darkness to shine.  
And when the darkness had mixed with the light, it darkened the light and it became 
neither light nor dark, but it became weak.’280  The deficiency in Yaldabaoth is that his 
weakness was unknown to him because he was ignorant, unable to know the pleroma, 
and especially blind to his actual identity; he was not really a god. 
 Yaldabaoth had confused the light power he took from his mother with his own 
being.  When he conceived a thought, and then spoke it, his words created the cosmos, 
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along with the luminary and planetary systems within it.  The Apocryphon of John 
explains that 
everything he organized according to the model of the first aeons which had come 
into being so that he might create them like the indestructible ones.  Not because he 
had seen the indestructible ones, but the power which is in him which he took from 
his mother produced in him the likeness of the cosmos.  And when he saw the 
creation which surrounds him and the multitude of angels around him which had 
come forth from him, he said to them, ‘I am a jealous God and there is no other 
God besides me.’281 
 
The Gnostics claim that Yaldabaoth misunderstood this creative activity.  Yaldabaoth 
thought he created the cosmos from his own sovereign power; however, the light of the 
invisible Spirit that Sophia passed on to him created the cosmos.  The luminous power 
within Yaldabaoth knew the realm of the pleroma, and it easily created a copy of that 
region through Yaldabaoth’s will.  Accordingly, the Gnostic system depicts Yaldabaoth 
as a weak demiurge, manifested in ignorance and arrogance, which were consummated 
in madness; his madness is shown when he blasphemed, calling himself ‘God.’282  To 
the Gnostic, this self-proclamation reveals that he was ignorant of Autogenes, Barbelo, 
the invisible Spirit, and the pleroma above him.  Accordingly, the Gnostic system 
associates Yaldabaoth with the Creator-God of the Old Testament.  Thus, in this myth, 
the Old Testament God is not the God of the pleroma, the invisible Spirit and perfect 
Goodness.  Instead, the God of the Old Testament is Yaldabaoth, the God of this 
cosmos, and is malevolent. 
 This form of Gnosticism claims that by reason of the light power within him, the 
God of the Old Testament (Yaldabaoth) made two foolish claims.  Firstly, Yaldabaoth 
said to the angels: ‘I am a jealous God.’283  Secondly, he ignorantly boasted: ‘Besides 
me there is no other God beside me.’284  In the Hypostasis of the Archons, it adds the 
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characterization that ‘their chief is blind; [because of his] Power and his ignorance [and 
his] arrogance he said, with his [Power], “It is I who am God; there is none [apart from 
me].”’285  This event is also recorded in the Origin of the World: After creating the 
world, “all the ‹gods› and their angels gave him praise and glory.  And he rejoiced in 
his heart, and boasted continually, saying to them “I do not need anything,” He said, “I 
am God and no other one exists.”’286  In the Gospel of the Egyptians, the writer adds: 
‘After the founding [of the world] Sakla said to his [angels], “I, I am a [jealous] god, 
and apart from me nothing has [come into being” since he] trusted in his nature.’287  
When Irenaeus recounted this part of the myth, he recorded: ‘Ialdabaoth, becoming 
uplifted in spirit boasted himself over all those things that were below him, and 
exclaimed, “I am father, and God, and above me there is no other.”’288  Pearson refers 
to this event as the ‘Blasphemy of the demiurge.’289 
 The Gnostic myth writers did not interpret the Old Testament texts of God’s self-
characterizations as declarations of divine sovereignty and love.  Rather, they 
interpreted the jealousy of God as a base passion, and the boast as a serious blasphemy.  
For the reason that the demiurge was ignorant and did not know that the invisible Spirit, 
Barbelo, Autogenes, and the pleroma were ‘above’ him, ‘when he [Yaldabaoth] said 
this [blasphemy], he sinned against [the Entirety].  And this speech got up to 
Incorruptibility, saying, “You are mistaken, Samael”—which is “god” of the blind.’290  
Ultimately, Yaldabaoth did not realize he was in a contest with the invisible Spirit, who 
sought to retrieve the eternal light Yaldabaoth took from Sophia.  The divine strategy, 
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according to the Gnostic system, was that the light would return through the formation, 
enslavement, and subsequent salvation of humankind. 
 3. Gnostic Anthropogony 
 The Apocryphon of John provides a detailed and complex account of the formation 
of humankind.  After the invisible Spirit rebuked Yaldabaoth for his blasphemous 
mistake, ‘a voice came forth from the exalted aeon in heaven: “The Man exists and the 
son of Man.”’291  Infuriated at the impiety of Yaldabaoth, Pistis declared: ‘“You err, 
Samael,” i.e. “the blind god.”  An enlightened immortal man exists before you.  This 
will appear within your molded bodies.  He will trample upon you like potter’s 
clay.”’292  Subsequently, the First Anthropos (Autogenes), caused his image to appear 
in the waters ‘in human form.’293  When Yaldabaoth and his archons ‘saw the form of 
the image in the water,’ Yaldabaoth ‘said to the authorities which attend to him, “Come 
let us create a man according to the image of God and according to our likeness, that his 
image may become a light for us.”’294 
 There are two aspects to the formation of the image of God, that show the gnostic 
dualism in humankind: (1) the creation of the psychic body and (2) the formation of the 
material body.  To bring his creation under the control of the archons, Yaldabaoth 
commissioned seven cosmic powers to create the structure of Adam’s psychic body.  
The first power, Goodness, created a bone-soul; Foreknowledge fashioned a sinew-soul; 
Divinity shaped a flesh-soul; Lordship created a marrow-soul; Kingdom fashioned a 
blood–soul; Envy shaped a skin-soul; finally, Understanding created an eye-lid soul.295  
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Then the multitude of angels ‘received from the powers the seven substances of the 
psychic (form) in order to create the composition’ of man.296  The psychological 
anatomy, which replicates identically the physical body, is the exact structure of the 
psychic body—also called the material soul.297  From the brain to the toes, Yaldabaoth 
created Adam, a psychic body, a material soul.
298
 
 Four demons are contained in this soulish body, which produce grief, pleasure, 
desire, and fear.
299
  It is from these demons that passions arise: 
From grief (came) envy, jealousy, distress, trouble, pain, callousness, anxiety, 
mourning, etc.  And from pleasure much wickedness arises, and empty pride.  And 
from desire (comes) anger, wrath and bitterness and bitter passion and unsatedness.  
And from fear (comes) dread, fawning, agony, and shame.
300
 
 
Since the psychic body was formed with aspects of the cosmic powers—as well as the 
four demons—most Gnostics thought that the archons had authority over souls and 
brought human beings into emotive struggles.  Based on the introduction to the 
Hypostasis of the Archons, Elaine Pagels argues that Gnostics drew this connection 
from the Pauline tradition: ‘Our contest is not with blood and flesh, but with the 
archons [a0lla\ pro\j ta\ a0rxa/j]’ (Ephesians 6:12).301  In contrast to the Genesis 
account, which shows Adam and Eve responsible for the entrance of evil, the Gnostic 
account blames Yaldabaoth and the archons for designing anthropos with innate  
passions.  Clement does not concur that the archons created humankind, but he thinks 
that the passions are ‘cosmic rulers of darkness,’ opposing human existence.302 
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 Yaldabaoth’s creation was problematic, because anthropos could neither arise nor 
move about: ‘And their product was completely inactive and motionless for a long 
time.’303  Observing the immobile anthropos, Sophia moved to retrieve the light 
Yaldabaoth had taken from her.  She brought her request to Barbelo and to the invisible 
Spirit.  Barbelo sent five aeons, disguised as angels, to Yaldabaoth and the archons.  
The aeons advised Yaldabaoth to utilize the power of his mother to animate anthropos:  
And they said to Yaldabaoth, ‘Blow into his face something of your spirit and his 
body will arise.’  And he blew into his face the spirit which is the power of his 
mother; he did not know (this), for he exists in ignorance.  And the power of the 
mother went out of Yaldabaoth into the psychic soul which they had fashioned 
after the image of the One who exists from the beginning.  The [psychic] body 
moved and gained strength, and it was luminous.
304
  
 
This event calls to mind Genesis 2:7, which is Clement’s account of anthropogony, 
where God blew the breath of life into Adam and he ‘became a living soul.’  Receiving 
the third element, the ‘light’ from the invisible Spirit, anthropos became greater than 
Yaldabaoth, the archons, and their angels.  In the Apocalypse of Adam, Adam recounts 
this story to Seth: ‘And we [Adam and Eve] resembled the great eternal angels, for we 
were higher than the God who had created us.’305  Because Yaldabaoth was ignorant, he 
did not realize that, when he blew Sophia’s power of light into Adam, Yaldabaoth 
would lose it forever.  Upon losing the light, Yaldabaoth and the archons became 
jealous of Adam, ‘because he had come into being through all of them and they had 
given their power to the man, and his intelligence was greater than that of those who 
had made him, and greater than that of the chief archon,’ Yaldabaoth.306 
 This jealousy sets up the second phase of gnostic anthropogony.  In a jealous 
frenzy, Yaldabaoth and the archons seized Adam and ‘threw him into the lowest region 
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of all matter,’ a material oubliette.307  In order to assist him in this prison, Barbelo sent 
‘a helper to Adam, luminous Epinoia which comes out of him, who was called Life.’308  
Epinoia is the pneumatic Eve given to assist Adam 
by toiling with him and by restoring him to his fullness and by teaching him about 
the descent of his seed (and) by teaching him about the way of ascent, (which is) 
the way he came down.  And the luminous Epinoia was hidden in Adam, in order 
that the archons might not know her, but that the Epinoia might be a correction of 
the deficiency of the mother.
309
 
 
With the help of Epinoia, Adam ‘came forth because of the shadow of the light which is 
in him.  And [as a result], his thinking was superior to all those who made him.  When 
they looked up they saw that his thinking was superior.’310  Consequently, the rulers and 
the angels created a great disturbance:  
They brought [Adam] into the shadow of death in order that they might form (him) 
again from the earth and water and fire and the spirit which originates in matter, 
which is the ignorance of darkness and desire, and their opposing spirit which is the 
tomb of the newly formed body with which the robbers had clothed the man, the 
bond of forgetfulness; and he became a mortal man.
311
 
 
Yaldabaoth enslaved the image he created within the prison of matter and left him to 
struggle with the opposing material body.  Being in ‘the bond of forgetfulness,’ Adam 
lost the knowledge of his true existence.  However, ‘the gift of Epinoia that was in him’ 
is the light ‘to awaken his thinking’ of his true origins and identity.312 
 Gnostic anthropogony is complex.  The Apocryphon of John explains that the 
archons formed the material soul before forming the material body.  The psychic body 
has an anatomical structure similar to the material body, and houses both good and evil 
energies.  It is able to receive and contain the light of Sophia, the pneumatic element of 
psychic existence.  Yaldabaoth and his retinue formed the material body from the four 
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elements to be a material prison based on their jealousy over Adam’s superiority.  The 
imprisonment was not so much punishment, but analogous to the way Joseph’s 
brothers, who through jealousy, sold him into Egypt: ‘the house of bondage’ (Exodus 
3:14). 
 4. Gnostic Soteriology 
 The gnostic demiurge is not a Saviour.  Yaldabaoth is a malicious evildoer, who 
enslaves human beings into oblivion and forgetfulness.  Consequently, salvation must 
come from another realm, and for the Gnostic, salvation comes from the pleroma.  The 
primary means for salvation is gnosis; true gnosis of God connects the Gnostic to the 
root of the Father.  At this point, what appears as Gnostic myth, concerning the plight of 
human existence, becomes a serious quest for salvation.  Salvation is to ‘awaken’ from 
ignorance and gain knowledge of the Father, the Son, and of one’s true existence.  
Gnosis is insight, as the Testimony of Truth describes: ‘This, therefore, is the true 
testimony.  When a man comes to know himself and God who is over the truth, he will 
be saved.’313  Commenting on this point, Pearson states: ‘In typically Gnostic fashion 
our tractate equates knowledge of God with knowledge of self.’314  As will be shown in 
chapter four, Clement shares this salvific quest and insight with the Gnostics, but 
Clement takes gnosis farther than they. 
 For this reason, the Gnostics were ardent about their pursuit of gnosis.  They 
believed that a divine illuminator from the pleroma disclosed salvific knowledge.  The 
Apocalypse of Adam speaks about ‘the illuminator of knowledge.’315  To those who are 
illuminated (awakened) and ‘reflect upon the knowledge of the eternal God in their 
hearts will not perish.’316  In some Gnostic texts, Sophia, or the biblical figures Adam or 
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Seth were the agents of enlightenment.  Generally, for Christian Gnostics, the agent of 
revelation is Christ.
317
  The Apocryphon of John concludes with the Saviour telling 
John: ‘I, therefore, the perfect Pronoia of the all, changed myself into my seed, for I 
existed first, going on every road.  For I am the richness of the light; I am the 
remembrance of the pleroma.’318  The seed of Pronoia enters ‘the realm of darkness’ 
and ‘into the middle of the darkness and inside Hades.’ Pronoia ‘entered into the middle 
of their prison which is the prison of the body.  And [Pronoia] said, “He who hears, let 
him get up from a deep sleep.”’319  Because there is a vast difference between ignorance 
and knowledge and sleeping and consciousness, the one who awoke, ‘wept and shed 
tears.’320  The Saviour describes the awakening: 
Bitter tears he wiped from himself and he said, ‘Who is it that calls my name, and 
from where has this hope come to me, while I am in the chains of prison?’  And I 
said, ‘I am the Pronoia of the pure light; I am the thinking of the virginal Spirit, he 
who raised you up to the honored place.  Arise and remember that it is you who 
hearkened, and follow your root, which is I, the merciful one, and guard yourself 
against the angels of poverty and demons of chaos and all those who ensnare you, 
and be aware of the deep sleep and the enclosure of the inside of Hades.’321 
 
For the Gnostic, the source of salvation is exterior to this cosmos, and salvation is 
envisaged as an awakening.  In the Gospel of Truth, the Spirit gives those who awaken 
from the sleep of ignorance ‘the means of knowing the knowledge of the Father and the 
revelation of his Son.’322  Gnosis rouses the mind and shows people they belong to the 
pleroma.  Thus, the knowledge is visionary; it provides insight into the fullness of God, 
enabling Gnostics to experience, according to their belief, true human existence. 
 The Gnostics despised spiritual error, seeing it as the cause of spiritual insensibility 
in humankind.  In the Gospel of Truth, the demiurge appears, not as an ignorant God, 
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but personified as ‘error’ (pla/nh).  Error brings humanity into unconsciousness and 
forgetfulness.
323
  ‘Error became powerful; it fashioned its own matter foolishly, not 
having known the truth.’324  Like Yaldabaoth, error ‘set about making a creature, with 
(all its) might preparing, in beauty, the substitute for the truth.’325  The substitute for 
true human existence is the material body.  Shaped from matter, the somatic structure 
has neither root nor connection to the pleroma, and therefore, ‘ignorance of the Father’ 
leads people into ‘anguish and terror.’326  Bound to oblivion, humans think they exist 
for the body; it is gnosis that exposes this mistake and discloses the true root.  Thus, 
according to the Gospel of Truth, the human problem is not sin or guilt, but rather, it is 
ignorance and forgetfulness brought about by error.  In this light, the Saviour 
admonished John to ‘despise error.’327 
 Gnostic soteriology, therefore, asserts that salvation is a certain gnosis, not 
forgiveness.  Most Gnostics ‘insisted that ignorance, not sin, is what involves a person 
in suffering.’328  In this way, ‘conversion does not involve repentance from sin to grace, 
or repugnance and guilt for one’s past, but a reorientation from ignorance to Gnosis, 
and from anxiety and rootlessness to repose.’329  To begin the salvific economy, the 
Father brought knowledge into existence, ‘which appeared in order that oblivion might 
vanish and the Father might be known, then if the Father comes to be known, oblivion 
will not exist from that moment on.’330  In the Gospel of Truth, knowledge of the Father 
is the true gospel, which is the ‘hidden mystery, Jesus, the Christ.’  Through this gospel, 
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Christ ‘enlightened those who were in darkness.  Out of oblivion, he enlightened them, 
he showed them the way.  And the way is the truth which he taught them.’331   
 This chapter outlines the fundamental theological themes of Platonism and 
Gnosticism, sketching especially the theology of the supreme God, the demiurge, 
anthropogony, and teleology for Platonism but soteriology for Gnosticism.  Into this 
background, Clement entered Alexandria and worked there as a Christian teacher, 
propagating his theology of the Incarnation and mission of the divine Logos.  The 
following chapter looks at Clement’s preferred intellectual climate: the teachings of the 
apostles, his idea of a gnostic tradition, and his own theology—including the demiurge, 
anthropogony, and soteriology. 
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Chapter Two: Clement’s Theological Context 
A. Introduction 
 The affinity Clement shows to philosophy in general and Platonism in particular, as 
seen in the previous chapter, is a leading reason for which, in the past, scholars have 
cast Clement as a ‘Platonized’ Christian.  Understandably, some have envisaged 
Clement as too ‘Hellenistic’ to convey a pure Christian theology.332  Charles Bigg, for 
example, praises Clement for his erudition, but then accuses him for passing ‘many a 
sharp remark on the rhetoricians, but at bottom he is himself a member of their guild, 
cloudy, turgid and verbose.  But theology had not yet driven out the Muses.’333  More 
directly, John Ferguson (1976) concludes: ‘I see Clement very much a Platonist in a 
correlative branch with Numenius (who blended Plato with Pythagoras), and standing in 
the line of succession, though not in direct line, between Albinus and Plotinus.’334  
While acknowledging Clement’s ties to Platonic thought is true, it is nevertheless 
requisite to bring the ‘Christian’ and even the ‘apostolic’ Clement to the fore, because 
the latter two are his preferred theological context. 
 This chapter partially responds to the above propositions by addressing Clement’s 
reception of the apostolic tradition, his participation in apostolic succession, and the 
major points of what he calls the ‘gnostic tradition.’  It situates Clement in his select 
intellectual environment: the spiritual lineage of Christ and the apostles: Peter, James, 
John, and Paul, as well as Barnabas, and Clement of Rome.  It compares and contrasts 
Clement’s views with those of Irenaeus on the succession of the apostolic tradition, and 
shows how Clement moves away from the bishop of Lyons concerning who may stand 
in line with the apostles.  It is not without difficulty to delineate Clement’s beliefs of an 
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apostolic succession or tradition, because he shows affinities to the proto-orthodox 
episcopate and to the disclosure of concealed gnosis.   
 There are three ways to portray Clement’s theological context in Alexandria.  
Firstly, like Irenaeus, Clement grounds his theological discourse in the Scriptures, 
which includes the prophets, the Gospels, and ecclesiastical letters, which he believes 
have apostolic authorship.  Secondly, unlike Irenaeus but similar to the Gnostics, 
Clement maintains a gnostic tradition disclosed by Christ and handed down by the 
apostles.  Thirdly, the latter part of this chapter delineates the same four theological 
topics as sketched in chapter one for the Platonists and Gnostics: (1) Clement’s 
theology, (2) the Demiurge, (3) Clement’s anthropogony, and (4) his soteriology.  This 
four-part outline demonstrates where Clement agrees or disagrees with Platonism and 
Gnosticism, and it sets up the study of his doctrine of the Incarnation and mission in 
Part II. 
B. Apostolic Tradition and Succession 
 That Clement had a philosophical nature and a zeal for wisdom is no secret.  
Platonic philosophy in Clement’s time, as Alcinous tells us, was ‘striving for wisdom, 
or freeing [lu/sij] and turning around [trepome/nwn] the soul from the body, when we 
turn towards the intelligible things [ta\ nohta/] and what truly is; and wisdom is the 
knowledge [e0pisth/mh] of things divine and human.’335  Clement echoes Alcinous’s 
Platonism: ‘Philosophy is pure devotion to wisdom, and wisdom is the knowledge 
[e0pisth/mh] of divine and human things.’336  However, Clement searches deeper into a 
different stream of knowledge than a Middle Platonist.  He discovered that ‘wisdom is 
well-tested knowledge [e1mpedon gnw~sin] of both divine and human affairs…, which 
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the Lord taught us through his parousia and by the prophets.’337  Thus, earlier in his 
philosophical vocation, Clement spent his intellectual quest ‘striving’ for the wisdom of 
divine and human matters, but reached theological limits; later in his pursuit, he found 
‘well-tested knowledge’ by pursuing what truly exists through the teachings of Christ.  
This path means that sometime before his arrival in Alexandria, Clement found another 
strain of knowledge—beyond his academic background—that explained, to his 
satisfaction, the knowledge of divine and human realities.  Christ had revealed this 
gnosis to a group of disciples, who later became notable apostles. 
 The apostles, in Clement’s depiction, were a circle of select people appointed by 
Christ to be his followers, and specifically chosen to learn the mysteries of divine 
knowledge leading to salvation.  Clement recounts that Christ said to his disciples: “‘To 
you it is given to know the mysteries of the kingdom of heaven.”  Again, the Gospel 
states that the saviour spoke to the apostles the Logos in a mystery [o9 swth\r e1legen 
toi=j a0posto/loij to\n lo/gon e0n musthri/w|].’338  Some disciples, such as Peter and 
John, grasped the language and theology, as attested by their epistles.
339
  In this way, 
the apostles were not only learning about God, they became ‘God-taught’ 
(qeodi/daktoj): the Logos was their Teacher.340  In Clement’s teachings, this mode of 
learning is an essential aspect of the apostolic tradition and a vital experience for 
attaining true gnosis.  Markedly, those who received this knowledge and became 
ecclesial leaders, such as bishops or teachers, were participants in a unique spiritual 
lineage that passed down the apostolic teachings. 
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 Clement refers to this lineage of Christian leaders as a ‘succession’ (diadoxh/).  He 
identifies the teaching content passed on as a ‘tradition’ (para/dosij).341  The idea of 
succession reflects the alignment in which Christian leaders walk ‘the straight path’ (h9 
o0rqh\ o9do/n): viz., living faithfully to the interpretation of the knowledge given by Christ 
to the apostles, and the apostles to their followers.  Clement of Rome, who Irenaeus 
claims spoke with the apostles (A.H. III.3.3), professes: ‘The apostles received the 
gospel for us from the Lord Jesus Christ; Jesus the Christ was sent forth from God.  So 
then Christ is from God, and the apostles are from Christ.  Both, therefore, came of the 
will of God in good order [eu0ta/ktwj]’ to us.342  Clement of Alexandria reports that 
‘the gnosis itself was handed over [h9 gnw~sij de\ au3th [h9] paradoqei=sa] unwritten 
from the apostles according to successions [kata\ diadoxa/j].’343  For Clement, 
therefore, succession is the lineage of Christian leaders and the tradition is the body of 
knowledge they passed down.  However, Christian frontrunners of the second century 
disagreed about who qualified to stand in apostolic succession and pass down the 
apostolic tradition.  One way to see this difference is to bring a contemporary bishop 
into the discussion, Irenaeus of Lyons (AD 130-202). 
 Early in the fourth century, Eusebius ‘purposed to record in writing the successions 
of the holy apostles [ta\j tw~n i9erw~n a0posto/lwn diadoxa/j].’344  One form of 
succession he delineates is the proto-orthodox episcopate.  Eusebius tells us that the 
apostolic teachings had been passed on by bishops such as Dionysius, Pinytus, Philip, 
Apolinarius, Melito, Musanus, Modestus and ‘above all, Irenaeus; and [that] the 
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orthodoxy on the sound faith of the apostolic tradition came down to us in writing.’345  
In the mid to late second-century, amid the varying intellectual challenges of 
Gnosticism, this line of transmission emphasized true knowledge of God, not 
necessarily liturgy or pastoral care.
346
  In his work, Against Heresies, Irenaeus argues 
forcefully that the apostolic tradition proclaims (against the Gnostics) that there is 
One God, the Father Almighty, Creator of heaven, and earth, and sea…and one 
Christ Jesus, the Son of God, who became incarnate for our salvation; and in the 
Holy Spirit, who proclaimed through the prophets the dispensations of God, and 
the advents, and the birth from a virgin, and the passion, and the resurrection from 
the dead, and the ascension into heaven in the flesh of the beloved Christ Jesus, our 
Lord, and his [future] manifestation from heaven.
347
   
 
This one true God, not a lesser demiurge, fashioned humankind.
348
  In the quote, 
Irenaeus specifies the purpose of the Incarnation: ‘The Son of God…became incarnate 
for our salvation.’  Elsewhere he adds that ‘the Son of God, who because of His 
surpassing love towards His creation, condescended to be born of a virgin, He Himself 
uniting man through Himself to God.’349  For Irenaeus, these dogmas were handed 
down through the Church ubiquitously as if by ‘one mouth’ through successions of 
bishops.
350
  The doctrine of the Incarnation is part of the apostolic tradition, a teaching 
Clement adopts.  Hence, whereas the Gnostics were divided into multiple sects, 
Irenaeus confesses the apostolic tradition to be one; it is the same in content throughout 
the world, one regula fidei. 
Adherence to an episcopal succession was natural for Irenaeus, because of his early 
association with Polycarp (d. AD 157), who was a disciple of the apostles and later 
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appointed by John to the bishopric in Smyrna.
351
  Conceivably, because of his 
familiarity with Polycarp and the provenance of the episcopate for the Church in Rome, 
Irenaeus insists that only appointed bishops stand as legitimate successors to the 
apostles.  This precept stems from his opinion that the 
tradition derived from the apostles, of the very great, the very ancient and 
universally known Church, [was] founded and organized at Rome by the two most 
glorious apostles, Peter and Paul; as also [by pointing out] the faith preached to 
men, which comes down to our time by means of the succession of bishops.
352
 
 
Moreover, concerned about the bizarre revelations of theogony, cosmogony, and 
anthropogony propagated by heretical Gnostic teachers—some associated with the 
Valentinian school—and persuaded that the apostles had received full knowledge of 
God, Irenaeus believes any novel revelation exceeding the teachings of the apostles is 
heretical.  His contention is this: ‘If the apostles had known hidden mysteries, which 
they were in a habit of imparting to “the perfect” apart and privily from the rest, they 
would have delivered them especially to those to whom they were also committing the 
Churches.’353  Irenaeus grounds his argument against additional secret gnosis upon his 
belief that the apostles received full revelation from Christ and passed it on to appointed 
bishops, so that there is nothing lacking in the content of the apostolic tradition.  It was, 
therefore, a complete and public form of knowledge. 
 Eusebius describes another form of apostolic succession.  He draws attention to 
Clement’s list of anonymous teachers in Stromateis I.1 as a ‘reference to the more 
distinguished members of the apostolic succession [a0postolikh=j diadoxh=j] which he 
[Clement] had received.’354  Unlike Irenaeus, Clement was linked to Christian teachers, 
who had passed on the prophetic and apostolic knowledge.  Association with teachers 
was natural for Clement because, having experienced a philosophical background, he 
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knew the guild of philosophers and teachers, not bishops.  He understood that classical 
schools maintained a succession of philosophers and that there were occasions when 
thinkers either continued the chain of teaching or broke the link of a theoretical tradition 
by founding another school of thought (ai3resij). 
Clement explains that Speusippus succeeded Plato and Xenocrates was in line with 
Speusippus.
355
  The succession was based upon each philosopher remaining faithful to 
the tradition of Platonic philosophy.  In this way, Xenocrates and Speusippus upheld a 
Platonic succession.  However, although Aristotle studied under Plato, Clement points 
out that Aristotle ‘withdrew to the Lyceum and founded the Peripatetic sect.’356  
Accordingly, Aristotle broke succession, having moved away from the Academy to a 
new school of thought (heresy).  Aristotle ‘was succeeded [diade/xetai] by 
Theophrastus, who was succeeded by Strato, and he by Lycon, then Critolus, and then 
Diodorus,’ who maintained Aristotelian succession.357  Clement carries this sense of a 
philosophical lineage to the utility of an apostolic succession, which naturally adopts 
the position that the Christian teacher is similar to the philosopher.  Just as a 
philosopher could maintain the succession of a school of thought, so a Christian teacher 
could sustain apostolic succession and preserve the ‘tradition of the blessed teaching 
derived directly from the holy apostles.’358 
With Irenaeus, Clement believes the apostolic tradition includes the unbroken unity 
of knowledge given ‘through the Prophets, the Gospel, and the blessed apostles,’ 
because these sources provide ‘the beginning unto the end of knowledge.’359  The 
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teachings of the Lord and the apostles represent a standardized interpretation of the Old 
and New Testaments.  Together, they comprise the ‘ecclesiastical canon’: 
‘But all things are right,’ says the writing.  That is, those who receive and observe, 
according to the ecclesiastical canon, the exposition of the writings [th\n tw~n 
grafw~n e0ch/ghsin] explained by him; the ecclesiastical canon is the concord and 
harmony of the law and the prophets with the covenant delivered at the coming of 
the Lord [th=| kata\ th\n tou= kuri/ou parousi/an paradidome/nh| diaqh/kh|].360 
 
Clement understands the harmony of the two Testaments as an exegetical principle.  He 
thinks it mandatory to demonstrate Scripture with Scripture, because ‘the truth is not 
found by changing the meanings (for so people subvert all true teaching), but in 
consideration of what perfectly belongs to and becomes the sovereign God,’ so that 
‘each one of the points verified in the Scripture’ is supported ‘from similar 
Scriptures.’361  When, therefore, the apostles studied the Old Testament, they uncovered 
the prophecies of Christ’s ‘coming [parousi/a], his death [to\n qa/naton], his cross 
[to\n stauro/n], and his resurrection [th\n e0gersin] even his ascent into heaven [th\n 
ei0j ou0ranou\j a0na/lhyin].’362  For Irenaeus and Clement, these subjects disclosed by 
Christ and explained by the apostles are essential teachings of the apostolic tradition. 
 At this point, it will be helpful to observe the well-known passage—which 
Eusebius mentions concerning an apostolic succession of teachers (Ecclesiastical 
History V.11.2-5)—in which Clement recounts his search for true gnosis around the 
districts of the Mediterranean: 
I was counted worthy to hear brilliant and animated discourses of blessed and truly 
remarkable men.  Of these, one was in Greece, an Ionic, and others in Magna 
Græcia (one was a Syrian from Cœle, the other was from Egypt), and others were 
from the East: one from Assyria and the other was by origin a Hebrew in Palestine.  
When I came upon the last one (he was first in power), having tracked him down, 
since he was hidden in Egypt, I found rest.  He was the Sicilian, the real bee 
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[Sikelikh\ tw~| o1nti h]n me/litta], who upon gathering the spoil of the flowers of 
the prophetic and apostolic meadow, engendered [e0nege/nnhse] in the souls of his 
hearers a deathless element of knowledge [a0kh/raton gnw/sewj].363 
 
Clement adds that these teachers ‘preserved the true tradition of the blessed teaching 
directly from the holy apostles: Peter, James, John, and Paul, receiving as a child from a 
father.’364  These are the primary apostles highlighted in the book of Acts, who spread 
the knowledge through preaching and teaching.  Moreover, these apostles contributed 
the majority of epistles that make the canonical New Testament.  Clement then adds 
that the blessed teachings ‘had indeed come even to us with the help of God [su\n qew~|], 
having deposited those ancestral and apostolic seeds [ta\ progonika\ e0kei=na 
a0postolika\ spe/rmata].’365  Clement positioned himself as a member of this lineage 
and stored up the apostolic seeds.  Agreeing with Irenaeus, even though there are 
differing lines of succession, Clement also claims that ‘the teaching of all the apostles is 
one, and so the tradition is also [one].’366 
Along these lines, Ecclesiastical historians give testimony to Clement’s place as a 
teacher in apostolic succession.  Reflecting on Clement’s passage in respect to his 
teachers, Eusebius concludes: ‘It is clear that [Clement] came very near to the 
succession of the apostles.’367  Eusebius notes further that Alexander, Clement’s 
student, who came to know Origen through Clement, identified his teacher as one of 
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‘those blessed Fathers.’368  Furthermore, a surviving fragment shows that, within this 
succession, Clement was known as a ‘holy and apostolic teacher.’369  As follows, 
Roelof van den Broek adduces: ‘What is really astonishing here is that Clement claims 
a successio apostolica, which is also a successio veritatis, not for the bishop but for the 
dida/skaloj.’370  At this point, we can see that Clement, unlike Irenaeus, allows 
Christian teachers, not appointed by a bishop, to participate in apostolic succession and 
transmit divine knowledge.  In this light, Van den Broek adds that the outstanding 
Christian teachers of the second century believed that ‘they not only participated in the 
apostolic tradition but also in the same Spirit which had inspired the apostles.  They 
were in fact charismatic dida/skaloi.’371  This description applies to Clement. 
However, while Clement includes the Christian teacher in successione apostolica, 
he does not exclude the bishop, as is evident by his use of the writings by Clement of 
Rome.
372
  Nevertheless, like some Gnostic perspectives—such as found in the 
Apocalypse of Peter, an anti-episcopal tractate—Clement does not recognize the official 
episcopate without the operation of divine gnosis shaping the ecclesial leaders.
373
  He 
knows that bishops, like philosophers, could break succession through a variant 
teaching and alter the tradition, as later centuries would prove.  In Clement’s case, one 
is ‘enrolled in the presbyterate because one is a righteous person.’374  While Irenaeus 
regarded the official bishop to be the transmitter of the true teaching, Clement’s 
experience was finding the true teaching as the way to recognize the orthodox leader.  
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Thus, Clement does not hold to ecclesial positions—episcopal or didactic—as 
qualifying factors for apostolic succession; rather, he thinks about succession this way: 
According to my opinion, the grades here in the Church of bishops, presbyters, and 
deacons are imitators of the angelic glory, and of that economy, which the writings 
say, awaits those who follow the footsteps of the apostles having lived in perfection 
of righteousness according to the Gospel.
375
 
 
Clement adopts his position for theological reasons: God is not only the Teacher of 
humanity, he is also a Bishop, who manages the Gnostic’s life ‘with closer oversight 
[prosexerte/ra| e0piskoph=|].’376  The divine Logos is the ‘all-surveying Logos 
[panepisko/pw| lo/gw|].’377  For Clement, therefore, apostolic succession is not 
primarily about the human bishop or teacher, but is about the divine Bishop and 
Teacher who watches over and transmits gnosis to and through faithful adherents of 
divine knowledge.  Clement further informs us: 
Those who live perfectly and gnostically [telei/wj biw/santaj gnwstikw~j] 
according to the Gospel, are to be enrolled in the chosen body of the apostles.  This 
one is the real presbyter of the Church and a true deacon of the will of God, if he 
does and teaches the will of the Lord.
378
 
 
Although Clement acknowledges the ecclesial office, he goes beyond it and fixes his 
attention on the faithful administration of divine knowledge.  Those who bear truly the 
knowledge of God—viz., the true Gnostic—stand in succession with the apostles. 
C. Clement’s Gnostic Tradition 
Amidst the doctrinal diversity of the Christian movements of the second century, 
Irenaeus was concerned that ‘a multitude of Gnostics ha[s] sprung up, and ha[s] been 
manifested like mushrooms growing up out of the ground.’379  While Clement 
acknowledges with Irenaeus that there was a gnosis ‘falsely so called,’ Christoph 
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Markschies observes that ‘Clement is concerned with right “knowledge” as opposed to 
a “knowledge wrongly so-called.”’380  Volker Drecoll adds this: ‘Clement’s use of the 
term shows that “Gnostic” in itself was considered to be a positive appellation, not a 
heresiological category.’381  Accordingly, Clement was unwilling to concede the terms 
Gnostic, gnosis, or the idea of a gnostic tradition to the so-called Gnostics.
382
  He was 
convinced that, just as  
philosophy has been brought into evil repute by pride and self-conceit, so also there 
is a false gnosis being called by the same name as gnosis [ou3twj kai\ th\n gnw~sin 
h9 yeudh\j gnw~sij h9 o9mwnu/mwj kaloume/nh].  Concerning which, the apostle 
writes: ‘O Timothy, keep that which is committed to your trust, avoiding the 
profane and vain babblings and oppositions of gnosis falsely so called, which while 
proclaiming, some have missed the mark concerning the faith.’383 
 
In his major works, therefore, Clement avoids the ‘babbling’ myths of second-century 
Gnosticism.  He engages in the theology of Basilides and Valentinus, but says their 
‘fantastic’ myths are ‘chatterings and chirpings.’384  Impressed that his own teachers 
preserved the knowledge tradition handed down by the apostles Peter, James, John, and 
Paul, Clement himself was resolved to guard (fula/ttein) this same gnosis from 
opinionated dissolution.
385
 
Commenting on Clement’s view of a gnostic tradition, Jean Daniélou argues that 
‘Clement himself makes no claim to be introducing anything new.  He is above all the 
man of tradition and traditions.  And gnosis too is, for him, supremely a tradition.’386  
Daniélou’s statement is justified by reason of the many ways Clement uses the term 
para/dosij in relation to the teachings handed down by Christ to the apostles.  For 
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example, he mentions the ‘divine tradition’ as a philosophy that ‘establishes and 
confirms providence.’387  The divine tradition is sacred knowledge that providentially 
passes through time, visiting the generations of Moses, David, Solomon, and the 
Prophets.  Remarking on the nature of tradition, Georges Florovsky comments: 
‘Tradition was not just a transmission of inherited doctrines, but the continuous life of 
the truth.’388  For Clement, the ‘continuous life of the truth’ is the essence of the 
teachings that comprise the tradition passed down by Christ to the apostles. 
When this knowledge was disclosed by Christ, it was called ‘the tradition through 
the Son’ (th\n di’ ui9ou= para/dosin, Stromateis VI.5.39.4), because the Son of God is 
the Teacher of the divine tradition (Stromateis VI.7.61.1-3).  As this knowledge was 
transmitted, Clement knew it as ‘the tradition of the Lord’ (di\a th=j tou= kuri/ou 
parado/sewj, Stromateis VII.16.104.2; VII.17.106.2) and ‘the traditions of Christ’ 
(tw~n tou= Xristou= parado/sewn, Stromateis VII.16.99.5).  Moreover, Christ’s 
teachings became known as ‘the tradition of the truth’ (th\n para/dosin th=j a0lhqei/aj, 
Stromateis I.20.99.4.), ‘the sacred traditions’ (tw~n a9gi/wn parado/sewn, Stromateis 
VII.18.110.4.); and even as ‘the secret traditions of the true gnosis’ (ta\j a0pokru/fouj 
th=j a0lhqou=j gnw/sewj parado/seij, Strromateis I.12.56.2).  The apostolic teachings 
were spoken of as ‘the understanding and practice of the godly tradition (th=j 
qeosebou=j parado/sewj, Stromateis VI.15.124.4).  The godly tradition is the belief 
that God renovates humanity for godliness through the truth.  As noted, Clement 
classifies a known corpus of authoritative writings, which comprises his account of the 
Old and New Testaments, as the ‘ecclesiastical tradition’ (th\n e0kklhsiastikh\n 
para/dosin, Stromateis VII.16.95.1.).  Although he knows the apostolic teachings by 
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these various titles, the overarching appellation Clement uses for the apostolic tradition 
in the Stromateis is ‘the gnostic tradition’ (h9 gnwstikh\ para/dosij).389 
One can trace the origins of Clement’s gnostic tradition back to Moses.  Clement 
ascribes to Moses the title of the Gnostic, explicitly calling him, ‘the Gnostic Moses [o9 
gnwstiko\j Mwush=j].’390  In the context, Clement compares and contrasts Basilides 
with Moses.  Both men taught that the world was ‘only-begotten [monogenh= te 
ko/smon].’  However, that ‘God is one [to\n e3na qeo/n] did not yet appear to Basilides,’ 
for he was a polytheist, teaching a variant of the Gnostic myth: the existence of a chief 
archon and lesser deities who were in command of 365 heavens.
391
  In contrast, 
Clement notes that Moses believed God is One: a1koue  0Israh/l ku/rioj o9 qeo\j sou, 
ku/rioj ei[j e0sti.392  This insight about the one God classifies Moses, in Clement’s 
judgment, as a Gnostic: the one who truly knows.  More significantly, Moses’s 
encounters with God on the holy mountain within the cloud-veil are authentic gnostic 
experiences that epitomize the gnostic tradition.
393
  Clement recounts: ‘Whence Moses, 
persuaded that God is not to be known by human wisdom, said: “Show me your glory,” 
and so he pressed into the thick darkness where God’s voice was, that is, into the 
inaccessible and invisible thoughts regarding [true] existence.’394  During this and other 
experiences, Moses heard the voice of God, which disclosed the Decalogue and other 
forms of knowledge, such as the construction of the tabernacle (Exodus 25-31). 
This experience of ‘hearing God’s voice’ is, in Clement’s thinking, a sign of the 
true Gnostic.  He argues that since the Lord taught the apostles directly, it is suitable to 
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claim that the teaching of the apostles is ‘the voice of the Lord.’395  Through the proper 
demonstration of the sacred writings, ‘we are trained up by the voice of the Lord to the 
knowledge of the truth.’396  Accordingly, those who hear the voice of the Lord and 
‘advance further, and become correct expounders of the truth are Gnostics.’397  The 
primary reason, therefore, Clement calls Moses a Gnostic is that he received gnosis 
directly from God.  Moses concealed knowledge within his plain writings about the 
Decalogue.  Where Clement sets out to write an explanation of the Ten 
Commandments, he called it a ‘pattern unto Gnostic exposition.’398  In this discussion, 
Clement uncovers the spiritual meanings behind the plain texts.  For instance, 
concerning the seventh commandment, which prohibits adultery, Clement states that 
adultery is ‘abandoning the ecclesiastical and true knowledge’ for a false opinion.399  
According to Clement’s standards of a true Gnostic, this designation—o9 gnwstiko\j 
Mwush=j—places Moses at the forefront of a gnostic practice, which engenders an 
authentic gnostic tradition.
400
 
 Clement does not recognize Basilides or Valentinus as Gnostics, and he contrasts 
his version of the true Gnostic with Marcion and Prodicus.
401
  He, in fact, maintains that 
‘James, Peter, John, and Paul and the rest of the apostles,’ were each one a ‘true Gnostic 
[to\n tw~| o1nti gnwstiko/n].’402  These apostles were ‘real Gnostics’ because they heard 
true knowledge and walked the salvific path unto apatheia and were perfected through 
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their sufferings ‘on behalf of the Churches which they established.’403  Clement adds 
that ‘the apostles had more gnostically mastered [gnwstikw/teron krath/santej] 
anger, fear, and desire through the teaching of the Lord.’404  In this way, ‘the writings 
say that those who, [follow] the footsteps of the apostles in the perfection of 
righteousness have lived their lives according to the Gospel.’405  Thus, in Clement’s 
view, these apostles were true Gnostics because they followed the Gospel.
406
 
 Referring to his anonymous associates, Clement advances what he styles, ‘our 
Gnostic’ (o9 gnwstiko\j d’ h9mi=n).407  ‘Our Gnostic is the faithful one.’408  ‘Our Gnostic 
shall be much learned,’ especially in the Scriptures.409  The following passage describes 
Clement’s view of an ‘orthodox’ Gnostic: 
‘Our Gnostic alone, having grown old in the Scriptures themselves [o9 gnwstiko\j 
a1ra h9mi=n mo/noj e0n au0tai=j kataghra/saj tai=j grafai=j], and preserving the 
apostolic and ecclesiastical orthodoxy of the dogmas [th\n a0postolikh\n kai\ 
e0kklhsiastikh\n sw/|zwn o0rqotomi/an tw~n dogma/twn], according to the Gospel, 
lives most orthodoxly [o0rqo/tata bioi=].’410   
 
The result of living ‘most orthodoxly’ is that ‘our Gnostic alone is shown to be 
godly.’411  The notion of ‘our Gnostic’ (h9mi=n o9 gnwstiko/j) in Clement’s writings 
demonstrates that he had a clear sense of what he thought an orthodox Gnostic was, 
which was distinct from the Basilidian and Valentinian Gnostics. 
In his Stromateis, Clement associates the apostles Paul, Barnabas, and Clement of 
Rome with the gnostic tradition, and recognizes Christ as the revelatory Agent of 
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gnosis.  Clement maintains that the knowledge of the gnostic tradition is a higher form 
of gnosis and is insight into greater mysteries after one has grasped minor mysteries.
412
  
In his spiritual pedagogical curriculum, therefore, Hebrew and Greek preparatory 
instructions open the way for catechumens to be ‘prepared for the reception of the 
gnostic tradition.’413  The subjects that Clement links to this tradition are (1) the 
revelatory agency of Christ, (2) Paul and the fullness of Christ, (3) Barnabas and an 
allegorical exegesis of the Old Testament, (4) Clement of Rome and his character 
sketch of the Gnostic’s life.414 
1. Revelatory Agency of Christ 
 The essential feature to Clement’s gnostic tradition is the revelatory agency of 
Christ, who enables believers to perceive and learn gnosis.  Clement trusts the faithful 
operation of Christ to reveal true knowledge of God, thus he reasons: 
If we say that Christ himself is sophia and that it was his energeia that worked 
through the prophets [ei0 toi/nun au0to/n te to\n Xristo\n sofi/an fame\n kai\ th\n 
e0ne/rgeian au0tou~ th\n dia\ tw~n profhtw~n], through which [operation] one is to 
learn the Gnostic Tradition [di’ h[j e0sti th\n gnwstikh\n para/dosin 
e0kmanqa/nein], just as he himself taught the holy apostles during his coming, then 
gnosis is sophia [w9j au0to\j kata\ th\n parousi/an tou\j a9gi/ouj e0di/dacen 
a0posto/louj, sofi/a ei1h a2n h9 gnw~sij].  It is sure and reliable, having been 
handed down and revealed by the Son of God [bebai/a kai\ a0sfalh/j, w9j a2n 
para\ tou= ui9ou= tou= qeou= paradoqei=sa kai\ a0pokalufqei=sa].415 
 
There are two points to emphasize here.  Firstly, the same epistemic energeia (activity) 
of Christ that worked through the prophets and taught the apostles true knowledge 
continues to aid believers in apprehending the knowledge of God.  In this way, people 
are not limited to themselves in learning the knowledge of God.  Secondly, Clement 
uses the two terms—paradoqei=sa and a0pokalufqei=sa—to point out that the content 
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of the gnostic tradition is not only ‘handed down,’ but also ‘revealed.’  Similar to Paul 
and some gnostic tractates, such as the Apocryphon of John, Clement was connected to 
a tradition of knowledge that looked to Christ as the Agent of revelation.    Even though 
the apostles, and later their spiritual progeny, searched the sacred writings, the Son of 
God enabled them to understand the gnosis concealed in the texts.  Clement is ready to 
say, ‘we are taught by God, instructed by the son of God in the truly sacred letters 
which are the scriptures.’416  Whereas Clement claims Christ to be the Teacher of the 
gnostic tradition, as some Gnostic tractates do, the gnosis derived from the Scriptures is 
void of the Gnostic myth.  The above passage shows—against the Gnostic fable 
concerning the fall of Sophia and the evil demiurge—that Clement’s version depicts 
sophia to be equivalent to gnosis and Christ.  This sophia did not fall from the pleroma 
and generate a lesser deity, but in Clement’s view sophia is true gnosis.417 
2. Paul and the Fullness of Christ 
 Clement recognizes Paul’s unique calling as ‘the’ apostle and attributes notable 
qualities to him.  He designates Paul as the ‘noble apostle’ because of his boldness in 
declaring the mysteries of God.
418
  He names him the ‘blessed apostle’ or the ‘blessed 
Paul,’ because of his clarity in disclosing the mysteries.419  Clement speaks of Paul as 
‘the holy apostle,’ because he thought Paul exemplified his goal for spiritual formation: 
Paul had attained godliness.
420
  Clement also attributes to Paul the adjectives qei=oj (the 
‘divine’ apostle), and qespe/sioj (the ‘divinely sounding’ apostle).421   
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 It follows that Clement views Paul as an ‘interpreter of the divine voice.’422  He 
therefore reads Paul’s letters as expositions of the voice of the Logos.  For instance, 
Clement recounts—from a non-biblical source—that ‘one must see to be sure that, even 
though Paul was young during those times, he flourished after the ascension of the 
Lord.  His writings were derived from the Old Testament, from whence they take breath 
and then they speak.’423  In Clement’s thinking, Paul inhaled the Old Testament, and 
from that inspiration, exhaled the proper interpretation of the mysteries of God into his 
teachings and writings.  Clement drew from Paul’s epistles in order to apply apostolic 
authority to his own teachings.
424
  He demonstrates this emphasis with his literary style: 
w3j fhsin o9 a0po/stoloj and kata\ to\n a0po/stolon.425  Judith Kovacs notes that 
Clement ‘quotes Paul very frequently as the greatest of human authorities.’426   
In Stromateis V.10, Clement utilizes Ephesians and Colossians to demonstrate 
Paul’s insight into the mystery of the knowledge of God.  He also quotes from Paul’s 
letter to the Romans, and provides commentary to the ‘content’ of the gnostic 
tradition.
427
  He acknowledges that Paul received knowledge [e0pi/gnwsij] of the divine 
mystery (Ephesians 3:3-4; Colossians 1:25-27) and that ‘God wished to make known 
what are the riches of the glory of this mystery among the nations.’428  In his letter to 
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the Romans, Paul shared his desire to travel to Italy to speak with believers in Rome.  
Clement mentions that Paul’s intention was to arrive there, bearing ‘the fullness of the 
blessing of Christ’ [e0n plhrw/mati eu0logi/aj Xristou= e0leu/somai] in order to impart 
the ‘spiritual gift and the gnostic tradition [to\ pneumatiko\n xa/risma kai\ th\n 
gnwstikh\n para/dosin].’429  The gnostic tradition is the fullness of Christ, and the 
spiritual gift is the pneumatic ability to declare the mysteries of God.
430
  Clement’s 
point is that passing on the Gnostic tradition requires the epistemic agency of a ‘Christ-
bearer’—an apostle, or a true Gnostic—who participates in the fullness of Christ.431  
What the Gnostics speculate as light emanations illuminating the pleroma, Paul and 
Clement view the radiance as the part of the ‘fullness’ of deity in Christ. 
The fullness of Christ in the Pauline corpus, as Clement explains it, is two-fold.  
Firstly, Clement maintains with Paul that ‘Christ is the fullness [plh/rwma] of the 
Law.’432  Clement interprets this to mean that the coming of Christ delimits both the 
Law and philosophy, because neither could perfect a person.  Perfection comes through 
the knowledge of the ‘pleroma’ of Christ.  Secondly, Clement adapts into his spiritual 
paideia the apostle’s mission ‘to present every man perfect in Christ.’433  He explains 
the perfection of ‘every man [pa/nta a1nqrwpon]’ as ‘the whole person [o3lon to\n 
a1nqrwpon], the one being purified in body and soul.’434  Like Paul, Clement believes 
that ‘the knowledge of God’ can transform a person ‘into a perfect man [ei0j a1ndra 
te/leion] unto the mature measure of the fullness of Christ [plhrw/matoj tou= 
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Xristou=].’435  John tells us that Christ gave his fullness to his disciples: ‘From his 
pleroma [e0k tou= plhrw/matoj], we have all received’ (John 1:16).436  In John’s 
teachings, this fullness includes ‘grace and truth’ (John 1:17), divine ‘life’ and ‘light’ 
(John 1:4-5), and ‘love’ (John 15:9-10; 1John 4:7-18).  The disclosure of the knowledge 
of the fullness of Christ is crucial to Clement’s gnostic tradition.  As noted in the former 
chapter, Violet MacDermot reports that ‘knowledge of pleroma enables man himself to 
become a pleroma,’ which Clement interprets as the mature Gnostic.437 
 3. Barnabas and Allegorical Interpretation 
Throughout the Stromateis, where Clement introduces certain quotes from the 
Epistle of Barnabas (EB), he includes personal information about Barnabas, his 
exegetical approach to the Old Testament, and important aspects of his teachings.  
According to Clement, Barnabas was one of the 70 disciples of Jesus and calls him ‘the 
apostle Barnabas,’ and ‘co-labourer’ with Paul in ‘preaching the Logos.’438  Eusebius 
links Barnabas to Paul, and like Clement, locates Barnabas as one of the seventy 
disciples.
439
  Although Eusebius mentions EB—including it with other disputed 
writings, such as The Acts of Paul and The Revelation of Peter—he does not explicitly 
connect Barnabas to EB.
440
  Scholars generally consider EB to be anonymous and the 
earliest extant Christian document with an Alexandrian provenance, written ca. AD 70-
132.
441
  According to L.W. Barnard, EB demonstrates a similarity to the preaching of 
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Stephen.
442
  It appears that Barnabas was Jewish, but had rejected the temple ministry 
with the Judaism of his day.
443
  In view of Barnabas’s background in the Scriptures and 
proficient knowledge of Christian doctrine, Clement tells us that Barnabas ‘explained 
explicitly the prophets.’444  Overall, EB presents an allegorical reading of the Old 
Testament, which Clement identifies as a gnostic interpretation.  Allegorical 
interpretation ‘assumes the existence of and seeks to uncover the hidden spiritual 
meaning of a text.’445  Since there are eight explicit references to Barnabas in the 
Stromateis, with substantive interactions with EB, we can be certain that Clement was 
conversant with EB and Barnabas’s allegorical mode of interpretation.446 
Where Clement describes the ways Barnabas interprets the Old Testament, he 
selects such terms as: mustikw~j (Stromateis II.18.84.3.), gnwstikw~j (Stromateis 
II.18.84.3.), mhnu/wn (Stromateis V.8.51.4.), u9poba/j (Stromateis V.10.63.1.), and 
e0chgou/menoj (Stromateis VI.8.64.3.).  With the exception of e0chgou/menoj (and 
debatably u9poba/j) these terms signify the stewardship of hidden knowledge.447  
Clement notes that, where Barnabas interprets the writings of Moses, he shows the 
‘tracks of the gnostic tradition.’448  For example: 
Barnabas, who himself preached the Logos with the apostle as a minister of the 
Gentiles said, ‘I am writing to you openly, in order that you might understand.’  
Then, already, after going down under [u9poba\j], places before us a more manifest 
trace of the gnostic tradition [safe/steron gnwstikh=j parado/sewj i1xnoj 
paratiqe/menoj], he says: ‘What does the other prophet Moses say to them?’  
Behold the Lord God says: ‘enter into the good land, which the Lord God swore, 
                                                 
 
442
 Barnard, Studies in the Apostolic Fathers and Their Background (Oxford, 1966), 62-72.  He 
argues that Stephen had close ties with Alexandria, though he admits that it ‘cannot be proved’ (71). 
 
443
 Ibid., 54-55.  Compare this with EB 16.1-10 and Barnabas’s critique against Judaism and the 
Temple.  For the anti-Jewish problem in EB, see J.N. Rhodes, The Epistle of Barnabas and the 
Deuteronomic Tradition: Polemics, Paraenesis, and the Legacy of the Golden-Calf Incident, (DE: Mohr 
Siebeck, 2004). 
 
444
 Str. VI.8.64.3, e0chgou/menoj de\ to\ r9hto\n tou= profh/tou Barna/baj e0pife/rei.   
 
445
 Holmes, The Apostolic Fathers, 271. 
 
446
 There are three additional references: Frag. 4.4; Frag. 13.7; Frag. 70.6. 
447
 While the term u9poba/j as a literary device is commonly translated: ‘while going further,’ it 
actually means ‘while going down under,’ conveying the sense that the author is going beyond the literal 
meaning of the text to disclose the allegory. 
448
 Str. V.10.63.2. 
 102 
 
the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; and you received it as an inheritance, a land 
flowing with milk and honey.’449  ‘What does gnosis say?  Learn [ma/qete], hope in 
Jesus who is about to be manifested in the flesh, for anthropos is the suffering 
ground [gh= pa/sxousa], since from the face of the earth the formation of Adam 
came into being.’450   
 
Like Barnabas, Clement sees the suffering land pointing to the sufferings of Christ, who 
was ‘manifested in the flesh’ (as the ‘suffering ground’), which indirectly refers to the 
Incarnation.  Hidden in a mystery, the sufferings of Christ—his journey and death in the 
flesh—are ‘the power and wisdom of God.’451  Barnabas and Clement agree that 
believers are able to perceive the knowledge of God by the sufferings of Christ, because 
Christ ‘places wisdom and perception of his secrets within us.’452  To enter the land of 
‘milk and honey’ is to enter into Christ, who is rich with wisdom and knowledge.453   
 EB is important to Clementine studies, because at the outset, Barnabas states his 
purpose for his letter: ‘I have hastened to send you a brief note, so that along with your 
faith [meta\ th=j pi/stewj], you might have perfect knowledge [telei/an e1xhte th\n 
gnw~sin].’454  It is this gnosis that Clement preserves and propagates as a gnostic 
tradition.  For Clement, gnosis is a deeper understanding of the Scriptures.  Those who 
possess gnosis read the Scriptures allegorically and find meanings that promote 
salvation.  Unlike some Gnostics, who revised stories of the Old Testament or deleted 
sections altogether, Clement’s gnosis does not violate the Scriptures by recasting it into 
a fantastic myth; rather, his gnosis is harmonious with the ecclesiastical canon and 
maintains a proto-orthodox sense of the knowledge of God.  What is essential here is 
                                                 
 
449
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that Clement sets Barnabas in succession with the gnostic tradition, an allegorical 
interpretation of Christ set within the writings of Moses.
455
 
 Because Clement utilizes Barnabas frequently to support his own spiritual 
teachings, it is important to mention here some of the germane topics.  Barnabas 
thought that before people believed in God, their hearts were ‘full of idolatry, a house 
of demons,’ the result of thoughts and actions ‘contrary to God.’456  Following suit, 
Clement maintains that sin is analogous to a demon and remission of sin is a type of 
exorcism.
457
  Once released from the sinful demon, one is free to enter the way to 
perfect knowledge, which comes directly from God.  Barnabas professes that ‘God, 
who rules the universe [o9 de\ qeo/j, o9 tou= panto\j ko/smou kurieu/wn], gives to us 
wisdom, knowledge [e0pisth/mhn], gnosis of his statues, and patience; therefore, become 
God-taught [gi/nesqe ou]n qeodi/daktoi]!’458  Clement adopts this teaching and 
encourages his group of Gnostics to be ‘God-taught.’459  In his polemic against the fall 
of the Jewish temple in AD 70, Barnabas asserts that renewed humanity is the true 
spiritual temple of God.  In the same way, Clement exhorts his students: ‘Let us become 
spiritual; let us become a perfect temple for God.’460  One becomes a ‘perfect temple’ 
by housing ‘the Logos of faith, [by] the calling of his promise, the wisdom of his 
statues, and [by] the commandments of his teaching.’461  From EB, Clement gleaned an 
allegorical interpretation of Scripture and Christian principles for spiritual formation.   
4. Clement of Rome and Gnostic Character 
Clement of Rome was an heir of the gnostic tradition, handed down by Paul.  
Irenaeus tells us that the apostles, Peter and Paul, ‘committed into the hands of Linus 
                                                 
 
455
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the episcopate.  Of this Linus, Paul makes mention in the Epistles to Timothy.  To him 
succeeded Anacletus; and after him in third place Clement [of Rome] was allotted the 
bishopric.’462  Irenaeus continues to inform us that Clement, ‘as he had seen the blessed 
apostles, and had been conversant with them, might be said to have the preaching of the 
apostles still echoing [in his ears], and their traditions before his eyes.’463  Along with 
Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria considers Clement of Rome (CR) to be in succession 
with the apostles, calling him o9 a0po/stoloj Klh/mhj.464  Because of CR’s apostolic 
status, Clement considers 1Clement an authoritative writing and Scripture.
465
  Scholars 
consider 1Clement an anonymous work and date it ca. AD 80-98.
466
  Clement mentions 
CR in at least three explicit passages in the Stromateis.
467
  One reference is a block of 
text that covers nearly the entirety of 1Clement, suggesting that 1Clement was on 
Clement’s desk when he composed Stromateis IV.17.468 
Clement uses 1Clement to outline the virtues of a true Gnostic.  At the end of 
Stromateis I.7, Clement quotes 1Clement, confirming that real Gnostics ‘direct their 
steps in gnostic sanctity [e0n o9sio/thti gnwstikh=|].’469  He states further that ‘Clement, 
in his epistle to the Corinthians, expounds the differences of those who are approved by 
the Church.  Let one be faithful; let another be powerful to explain gnosis; let one be 
wise in discerning discourses [lo/gwn]; let another be energetic in deeds.’470  Clement’s 
view that 1Clement is a portrait of a Gnostic becomes evident at the outset of 
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Stromateis IV.17: ‘Yes, indeed, the apostle Clement, in the epistle to the Corinthians, 
sketches out for us a certain model of the Gnostic [tu/pon tou= gnwstikou=].’471 
Using 1Clement as a guidebook conjointly with the Old Testament, Clement 
imports the character traits of a Gnostic into Stromateis IV.17.  He lists successively the 
individuals and their virtues: Enoch (obedience), Noah (faith), Abraham (faith and 
hospitality), Isaac (hospitality and piety), and Rahab (faith and hospitality).  Then he 
adds, from 1Clement, a more detailed position about Abraham, who was the friend of 
God; Job, who overcame the tempter; Moses, who heard God speak divine oracles from 
the burning bush; and David, who was a man after God’s heart, because he could hear 
God’s voice ‘gnostically’ (gnwstikw~j), when God reasoned with David about his 
iniquities.
472
  Clement applies 1Clement to explain the character traits of the Gnostic, 
showing that, similar to Moses, these Old Testament figures behaved as Gnostics. 
To this point, the evidence shows that Clement worked as a Christian teacher in 
apostolic succession and propagated a gnostic tradition inherited from Moses, (indeed 
with many other Old Testament characters who acted gnostically), Christ, Paul, 
Barnabas, and Clement of Rome.  From these leading figures and others, Clement 
developed his theological context, which he wraps up in philosophical and biblical 
language, but is clearly a Christian theology. 
D. Clement’s Theological Context 
As explained at the outset in the previous chapter, the philosophical inquiry of 
Platonism, the esoteric teachings of Gnosticism, and the Christian theology of Clement 
share common interests in at least four subjects.  Each is concerned with (1) the 
ultimate deity, (2) the demiurge responsible for creating the cosmos, (3) the origins of 
                                                 
 
471
 Str. IV.17.105.1, nai\ mh\n e0n th=| pro\j Korinqi/ouj e0pistolh=| o9 a0po/stoloj Klh/mhj kai\ au0to\j 
h9mi=n tu/pon tina\ tou= gnwstikou= u9pogra/fw le/gei.   
 
472
 1Clem. 18-21.  All of Str. IV.17 reflects 1Clem. 2-40.  Clement draws from other OT characters 
(Daniel, Job, and Jonah) to describe the endurance of the Gnostic.  See Str. II.20.103.1-104.1. 
 106 
 
humankind, including the enigma of human suffering, and (4) the goal of human 
existence, or the way of salvation.  This section discusses these subjects as found in 
Clement’s writings.  They are important to Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation 
because they tell us about Clement’s God—the One who descended into the cosmos, 
became a human being, and initiated the economy of salvation. 
1. Clement’s Theology 
One of the intellectual links between platonic philosophy and Christianity is Philo 
Judaeus (25 BC-AD 50), a Hellenistic Jew from Alexandria.  David Runia traces some 
of Philo’s doctrine of God back to various strands of Greek philosophy, demonstrating 
Philo’s synthesis of Hellenic influence (mainly terminology) on his biblical tradition, 
viz., his interpretation of the Pentateuch.  Although Dillon asserts that Philo turns Moses 
into a ‘fully-fledged Middle Platonist,’ Runia is clear that Philo adapts only that which 
was true for Philo’s theo-centric thinking and commitment to Torah.473  Similarly, 
Jaroslav Pelikan argues that Philo read the Timaeus not as Plato wrote it, but as Philo 
interprets it through his own doctrine of God rooted in the Septuagint.  Pelikan’s 
conclusion is that with Philo, Genesis prevails over Timaeus.
474
  Along these lines, one 
could say the same about Clement and the Timaeus, and more broadly: All Scripture 
prevails over philosophy.  This observation led Mark Edwards to assert that Clement 
himself ‘does not...take up a theological position from any Greek source which fails to 
confirm or elucidate the truths communicated in the Scriptures.’475   
With the above in mind, Clement admits that ‘discourse about God is exceedingly 
difficult to handle [dusmetaxeiristo/tatoj].’476  Talking about God is complicated 
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because ‘the source for everything is difficult to find out,’ and ‘the first and elder 
principle, which is the cause for all other existing things, is hard to prove.’477  
Nevertheless, in view of his claim about the function of the gnostic tradition, Clement 
points out that ‘Moses, persuaded that God is not to be known by human wisdom, said: 
“Show me your glory.”’478  In response, God disclosed divine knowledge to Moses.  
Finding Moses in the book of Hebrews, Clement remarks that Moses was steadfast in 
his pursuit of God because he saw ‘the invisible one [to\n a0o/raton].’479  As a result, 
Clement recognizes that Moses’s theology is based on God’s self-disclosures through 
grace and the Logos, not human speculation: ‘Since the inquiry [about God] is 
incorporeal and invisible,’ Clement concludes that ‘one perceives the Unknown [to\ 
a1gnwston] by divine grace [qei/a| xa/riti], and by the only Logos with him.’480  In this 
way, the Incarnation is essential to Clement’s theology because ‘the grace of the 
knowledge regarding him [God] is through the Son.’481  In brief, Clement insists that 
viable theological discourse is contingent upon inquiry into the Scriptures—a genuine 
search for God—accompanied with divine grace and the epistemic agency of the Logos. 
Clement knew that the philosophical search for the First Principle (h9 a0rxh/) of the 
universe was a matter of speculation and difference among the pre-Socratics and 
subsequent streams of Greek thought.  After his research in the Scriptures, Clement 
concluded that the views of the ancient philosophers fell short of identifying the First 
Principle of the universe.  They conjectured that either matter (u3lh) or the elements 
(stoixei=a) were among the first principles.482  Thales believed water to be the first 
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principle.
483
  Parmenides thought fire and earth to be gods.
484
  Heraclitus worshipped 
fire as the ‘first origin’ (a0rxe/gonon).485  Since the Greeks did not know the Creator of 
their deified elements, Clement draws the conclusion that ‘the First Principle of the 
universe [h9 tw~n o3lwn a0rxh/], was not previously made known to the Greeks.’486   
 Nevertheless, Clement turns to Timaeus the Locrian—the character featured in 
Plato’s Timaeus—and quotes from his composition, On Nature, to explain the meaning 
of the First Principle: ‘There is one first principle of all things, unoriginated [mi/a a0rxa\ 
pa/ntwn e0sti\n a0ge/nhtoj].  For, if it was originated, it would no longer be a first 
principle, but the first principle would be that from which it was originated.’487  
However, Clement does not credit Timaeus as the originator of this explanation.  Rather 
he clarifies that ‘this true opinion flows from here: “Listen,” he says, “Israel, the Lord 
your God, the Lord is one [ku/rioj ei[j e0sti], and you shall serve only him.”’488  In 
Clement’s opinion, Timaeus obtained this understanding about the First Principle (‘The 
Lord is One’) from Moses.  In this way, Clement conjoins philosophical language and 
biblical theology, professing that the transcendent ‘God is without beginning [o9 qeo\j de\ 
a1narxoj], the absolute beginning of the universe [a0rxh\ tw~n o3lwn pantelh/j].’489  In 
addition, he describes the eternal Son as ‘God, the Saviour, [and] the First Principle of 
the universe [h9 tw~n o3lwn a0rxh/].’490   
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 As seen in the previous chapter, Alcinous, in his Didaskalikos, set down three first 
principles: matter, forms (or ideas), and the primal God.
491
  Hägg maintains that ‘the 
doctrine of how the genesis and existence of the universe can be explained by the three 
basic principles (a1rxai)—God, Ideas, Matter (qeo/j, i0de/ai, u3lh)—is the cornerstone of 
this renewed Platonism.’492  Regarding this position, Wywra has sufficiently argued that 
Clement believed in only one first principle, and rejected a Drei-Prinzipien-Lehre.
493
  
As seen above, Clement holds to only one First Principle: both Father and Son are the 
First Principle.  This theology moves Clement away from the Middle Platonists. 
As the First Principle, God is the only existent God, and he alone possesses true 
existence for all reality.  Many Greeks in Clement’s time were superstitious: they were 
idolaters and daemon worshippers.  The veneration of ‘dead matter’ (u3lh nekra/), taken 
from the earth and shaped into objects of adulation, demonstrated that the Greeks had 
no knowledge of the true God, because superstition is consequential to ignorance of 
divine existence.
494
  Commenting on Clement’s view of superstition, George 
Karamanolis states: ‘superstitious people believe in something that is not.  And by 
doing so, they practically deny what really is, God as rightly conceived.  It is in this 
sense that such people, namely the Greeks, are atheists.’495  Idolatry is atheism, because 
it is worship of non-existences (tou\j ou0k o1ntaj), and therefore, ignorant of true 
reality.
496
  In contrast, Clement explains that materiality only exists because ‘God alone 
created [it], since God alone truly exists.’497 
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 Clement argues in the Protreptikos that God cannot be analogous to stone statues 
fashioned by human hands from lifeless matter, because ‘matter is always in need of 
skill [someone to shape it], but God needs nothing.’498  The polemic is about real 
existence and nonexistence, as Clement relentlessly points out the nonexistence (tou\j 
ou0k o1ntaj) of so-called deities and professes the true existence of the only existing 
God.  He therefore urges the Greeks to ‘believe in the only God of all humanity.’499  He 
exhorts them to become ‘joint-heirs,’ to remove the ‘ignorance and the darkness,’ and 
to once again ‘behold the truly existing God.’500  For this God is ‘the only true one, the 
almighty good God, who is being manifested from eternity to eternity, [and] saving 
through his Son.’501  When Clement addresses the idolatries of Hellenistic customs, the 
notable biblical dogma that comes into view is God portrayed as ‘the only truly existing 
God [o9 mo/noj o1ntwj u9pa/rxwn qeo/j].’502 
 Clement advances a case for the existence of God from the Prophets.
503
  He 
emphasizes that God revealed himself to Moses: “‘Look, behold that I exist and there is 
no other God except me.”’504  Isaiah declares: ‘“I exist,” he says, “I am the Lord who 
speaks righteousness and announces the truth.  I am God and there is not a just God 
besides me…I am God [e0gw/ ei0mi o9 qeo/j] and there is no other.”’505  As seen, the 
Gnostics identify this God as Yaldabaoth—the ignorant demiurge—but for Clement, 
this one is the only existent and transcendent God, not an inferior deity.   
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Although Clement envisages God as the one true God, there is enough evidence to 
show that he believes God to be three divine beings.  He exclaims: ‘Oh mystic wonder!  
The Father of the universe is one [ei[j], the Logos of the universe is one [ei[j], and the 
Holy Spirit is one [e3n] even the same everywhere.’506  These three beings are a triad 
comprising one God.  Interpreting a Platonic text with Christian theology, Clement 
explains: ‘Indeed, I hear nothing differently than the holy triad to be made known; for 
the third is the Holy Spirit, and the second is the Son through whom all things came into 
existence according to the will of the Father.’507  Moreover, Clement composed texts 
that contain salvific content and triadic language.  For example, he teaches that: 
‘Hidden inside [us] dwells the Father and his Son, who after dying for us, was raised up 
with us.’508  Those who truly believe bear the divine treasure mysteriously contained 
within earthen vessels, ‘which have been fortified by the power of God the Father 
[duna/mei qeou= patro\j], by the blood of God the Son [ai3mati qeou= paido\j], and by 
the dew of the Holy Spirit [dro/sw| peu/matoj a9gi/ou].’509  It is the triad God alone who 
gives existence to humanity by providing the food of eternal life: ‘The one who eats the 
true bread of the Spirit shall not die.  The living bread, the one given by the Father to 
those wishing to eat, is the Son.’510  Finally, in a passage with salvific and doxological 
content—probably drawn from 1Clement 64-65—Clement ascribes to the Father eternal 
glory through Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit:  ‘To whom, through his Son Jesus 
                                                 
 
506
 Paid. I.6.42.1,  1W qau/matoj mustikou=: ei[j me\n o9 tw~n o3lwn path/r, ei[j de\ kai\ o9 tw~n o3lwn 
lo/goj, kai\ to\ pneu=ma to\ a3gion e4n kai\ to\ au0to\ pantaxou=. 
 
507
 Epis. II.312e; compare with Str. V.14.103.1, ou0k a1llwj e1gwge e0cakou/w h1 th\n a9gi/an tria/da 
mhnu/esqai: tri/ton me\n ga\r ei]nai to\ a3gion pneu=ma, to\n ui9o\n de\ deu/teron, di’ ou[ pa/nta e0ge/neto 
kata\ th\n bou/lhsin tou= patro/j.  For an antecedent usage of tria/j, see Theoph.Autol. II.15.   
 
508
 Q.d.s. 33.6, e1ndon krupto\j e0noikei= o9 path\r kai\ o9 tou/tou pai=j o9 u9pe\r h9mw~n a0poqanw\n kai\ 
meq’ h9mw~n a0nasta/j.  
 
509
 Q.d.s. 34.1, qhsauro\j e0n o0straki/nw| skeu/ei basta/zomen, duna/mei qeou= patro\j kai\ ai3mati 
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 Jn. 6:32; Exc.Thdot. 1.13.3, o9 de\ to\n a0lhqino\n a1rton tou= pneu/matoj e0sqi/wn ou0 teqnh/cetai.  
o9 zw~n a1rtoj o9 u9po\ tou= patro\j doqei\j o9 ui9o/j e0sti toi=j e0sqi/ein boulome/noij.  
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Christ, the Lord of the living and the dead, and through the Holy Spirit, be glory, 
honour, might, and eternal majesty now and unto all generations, even forever and ever.  
Amen.’511  Clement does not systematize his doctrine of the holy triad, but it is 
discernible in his works and reflects a Christian theology. 
However, like the Platonists and the Gnostic myth, Clement believes in the 
transcendence of God.
512
  He employs philosophical language to explain that ‘the 
Father of the universe [tou= tw~n o3lwn patro/j],’ that is, ‘the First Cause [to\ prw~ton 
a1tion] is not in space, but above space, time, name, and intelligence.’513  ‘For the one is 
indivisible; [the one] is infinite…without dimensions and not having a limit, and 
therefore, without form and name.’514  While Clement is fluid with philosophical 
language, he prefers an existing Christian tradition that uses alpha privative terms to 
speak of God.  Clement demonstrates apophatic theology from the lost text: the 
Preaching of Peter (KP).  Some scholars consider KP to be an Alexandrian document 
dated ca. AD 80-140.
515
  With the exception of one reference to KP in Origen (his 
comment on John 13:17), all surviving passages come from Clement, and most from 
Stromateis VI.
516
  While Origen rejects KP as spurious (but does not dismiss it), 
Clement accepts it as a document with apostolic authority.
517
  Birger Pearson points out 
that KP ‘Clearly represents a variety of Christianity that lies on a trajectory leading to 
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the mainline Christianity of Clement.’518  The following is an excerpt of apophatic 
theology from KP, as Clement preserved it: 
Peter says in the Preaching: ‘Know therefore that there is one God, who made the 
beginning of all things, [ginw/skete ou]n ei[j qeo/j e0stin, o4j a0rxh\n pa/ntwn 
e0poi/hsen], and holds the authority of the end [te/louj].  And he is invisible 
[a0o/ratoj], who sees everything; he is uncontained [a0xw/rhtoj], who contains 
everything; he needs nothing [a0nepideh/j], but everything is in need of him, and 
through him they do exist; he is incomprehensible [a0kata/lhptoj], everlasting 
[a0e/naoj], immortal [a1fqartoj], uncreated [a0poi/htoj], who made everything by 
the word of his power’ [lo/gw| duna/mewj au0tou=] of the Gnostic Scripture, that is, 
the Son [th=j gnwstikh=j grafh=j toute/sti tou= ui9ou=].519 
 
By using the present imperative, ginw/skete KP and Clement mean that believers can 
know—and continue to know—God even through apophasis.  In the middle section of 
the passage, there are positive affirmations following apophatic designations: God ‘is 
invisible, who sees everything; he needs nothing, but everything is in need of him and 
through him they do exist; he is uncontained, who contains everything.’520 Clement’s 
approach to apophasis extends beyond concepts it negates and recognizes something 
more: The one who needs nothing possesses all the resources for those in need.   
In view of the above, in what way does Clement explain divine transcendence?  His 
doctrine of the immeasurability of God has two distinctions: God is transcendent 
according to divine essence and spatial location.  Firstly, the ou0si/a of God is an 
ontological uniqueness, because ‘the divine essence [ou0si/a qei/a] is eternal and without 
beginning, incorporeal and uncircumscribed, and the cause of [all] existing things [tw~n 
o1ntwn ai1tion].’521  By reason of his nature, ‘[God] is far away from humankind 
according to essence [kat’ ou0si/an]’ because he is ‘unoriginated [a0ge/nnhtoj]’ and 
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humankind is ‘originated [gennhto/j].’522  Furthermore, human beings do not 
participate in the essence of God, because they are adopted into the divine likeness, and 
therefore, are not the same in essence, because God is divine essence by nature.
523
  
Although God is ontologically distinct from humankind, there is the human capacity—
through the image of God—to participate in God’s likeness.  As a way to relate to 
God’s essence, Clement exhorts believers to ‘become imitators and servants of the best 
essence of those that exist’—namely God.524  Secondly, Clement recognizes God’s 
immeasurable ‘location’ (xw/ra) vis-à-vis creation and vis-à-vis human beings.  He 
acknowledges the intellectual restrictions that make it difficult for humans to locate 
God in the universe, because the region of God is beyond human reach.
525
  Since God 
cannot be circumscribed, Clement depicts God as ‘above both place and time, and 
[beyond] the property of those things that have come into being.’526   
In other passages, however, Clement marvels because, unlike the Gnostic and 
Platonic supreme deity, Clement’s God approaches human beings.527  The Scriptures 
informed Clement concerning the nearness of God.  He recalls from the words of 
Jeremiah that ‘the all-wise prophet, or rather the Holy Spirit in Jeremiah, shows God: “I 
am a God who draws near [qeo\j e0ggi/zwn e0gw/ ei0mi]” he says, “and not a God far away 
[kai\ ou0xi\ qeo\j po/rrwqen].”’528  Clement credits such knowledge to the Holy Spirit.  
In another passage, Clement exults because ‘[God] being far away has drawn very 
close—an ineffable wonder [qau=ma a1rrhton]: “I am a God who draws near,” says the 
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Lord.’529  Then he adds, ‘but those who possess the Holy Spirit examine “the deep 
things of God,” that is, they become holders of the hidden things in respect to the 
prophecies.’530  The nearness of God surprised Clement with an indescribable wonder; 
consequently, the knowledge and experience of divine immanence distanced him from 
the theologies of Platonism and Gnosticism.   
How did Clement think of God as near and present?  ‘He draws close with his 
power that embraces all things.’531  While his divine essence transcends spatial reality, 
the ‘power of God is always present, affecting us with insight, with beneficent ends, 
and with [his] instruction.’532  For Clement, the transcendent God, who cannot be 
limited to space, has nevertheless decided to occupy the space he transcends and make 
himself known to human beings. 
2. Clement’s Demiurge 
Similar to the Gnostics, ‘Clement conceded a “gap” between the Supreme being 
and the visible world, but unlike them he saw it bridged by God himself instead of by 
intermediary beings.’533  Contra the Platonists and Gnostics, Clement assigns the term 
dhmiourgo/j—meaning Artisan, Author, Craftsman, Creator, Maker, or Worker—to the 
transcendent God himself, who is above space and time.
534
  As previously seen, Plato 
uses the term dhmiourgo/j to describe a lesser deity who mediated the invisible forms 
of reality to their corresponding copies in the sensible world.  Familiar with Plato’s 
Timaeus, Clement imports the term dhmiourgo/j to describe God’s relationship to 
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creation.
535
  The transcendent God is the Artisan, who created the universe by his own 
will and design; and then, out of wisdom and love, he fashioned humankind from 
previously created matter. 
Clement ascribes the title dhmiourgo/j to both God the Father and the Logos.  
Concerning the Father, he claims: ‘This one—the Artisan of all things together, the all-
powerful Lord—is the Father of the Son.’536  The Father is ‘the holy Artisan [to\n 
a3gion dhmiourgo/n], the only almighty God [to\n pantokra/tora mo/non].’537  ‘Before 
God became Creator [kti/sthn], he was God and he was good; and so, he wished to be 
both an Artisan [dhmiourgo/j] and a Father [path/r].’538  Since, all things came into 
existence through the Logos, it follows that Clement also applies the term dhmiourgo/j 
to him.  The Logos is ‘God and Artisan [qeo\j kai\ dhmiourgo/j],’ because “all things 
came through him and without him not one thing came into existence.”’539  Here 
Clement imports John 1:3 into the term dhmiourgo/j, attributing all the works of 
creation to the Logos, without attaching any philosophical or gnostic notions of a lesser 
deity to its meaning.  Although he does not assign the term dhmiourgo/j to the Holy 
Spirit, Clement’s account is that the Logos arranges the cosmos and humanity in 
harmonious order ‘by the Holy Spirit [a9gi/w| pneu/mati].’540  The two things the 
demiurge brought into being are the ‘cosmos and humankind].’541  God lovingly cares 
for people and the contingent cosmos in which they live. 
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The ancient philosophers postulated various theories about cosmogony based on 
scientific observables.  Some concluded that the cosmological bodies (sun, moon, and 
stars) were the first causes of all things.
542
  Clement points out the inconsistencies of the 
philosophers’ logic concerning the rational investigation of astronomy: ‘The host of 
philosophers turns aside, when they admit that man was beautifully made for the 
contemplation of heaven, and yet they worship the things that appear in heaven and 
apprehended by sight.’543  Clement presses them to search beyond observables to the 
God of creation: ‘Let no one worship the sun; rather let him yearn for the maker 
[poihth/n] of the sun.  Do not deify the cosmos; instead, seek after the Artisan 
[dhmiourgo/n].’544  Völker notices this kind of language and points out that Clement’s 
aim was ‘to win the philosophers to Christianity.’545 
Clement highlights the doctrine of creation because it accentuates the greatness of 
God’s will and power.  He muses this way: 
How should I speak of such great things God creates?  Look at the whole cosmos!  
That is his work: heaven, the sun, angels, and people are ‘the works of his 
fingers.’546  How great is the power of God [o3sh ge h9 du/namij tou= qeou]!  His 
will alone is creation [mo/non au0tou= to\ bou/lhma kosmopoii/a]; for God alone 
created, since God alone truly exists [mo/noj ga\r o9 qeo\j e0poi/hsen e0pei\ kai\ mo/noj 
o1ntwj e0sti\ qeo/j].  By a simple wish he creates, and he wishes only to attend to 
that which has come into existence [yilw~| tw|~ bou/lesqai dhmiourgei= kai\ tw~| 
mo/non e0qelh=sai au0to\n e3petai to\ gegenh=sqai].547 
 
The point is that the cosmic objects do not point to themselves, but to the power of God, 
the will of God, and the knowledge that all things exist because God wishes them to be 
there.  Clement illustrates the way creation points to God with a story of Abraham.  
When God instructed Abraham to look at the heavens and count the stars (Genesis 
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15:5), his gaze went beyond the physical objects to the Creator.  Through stargazing, 
‘Abraham ascended to the knowledge of the creator [ 0Abraa\m ei0j th\n tou= kti/santoj 
u9pecane/bh gnw~sin].’548  Abraham subjected astronomical inquiry to the counsel of 
God, moving the human search beyond the astral bodies to the knowledge of the only 
existent God.  Moreover, Clement appeals to David’s theology: ‘“God made the 
heavens and the things in the heavens.”’549  For it was “by his Logos [tw~| lo/gw|] they 
were established and all their power [exists] by the breath of his mouth.”’550  The stars, 
therefore, are a stellar tale of the supremacy and artistry of the true Creator. 
Drawing from the philonic interpretation of creation, Clement maintains that by 
God’s will and power, he created the intellectual and sensible regions of creation: the 
‘world of thought [ko/smoj nohto/j] and the world of sense [ko/smoj ai0sqhto/j].’551  As 
with Plato, the latter is a copy of the former and is visible; unlike Plato, the former is 
not an eternal form or idea, but a created, invisible archetype (a0rxe/tupoj).  In 
Clement’s thinking, God chose to create an invisible pattern before creating its 
observable copy.  Thus, neither pattern nor copy was coeval with God.  The idea of the 
pattern-copy is in the Bible.  Moses built the tabernacle according to an existing 
pattern.
552
  Accordingly, arguing from Scripture, Clement holds a clear distinction 
between the Demiurge and creation, and sought to lead the host of philosophers to 
behold this God of creation.   
 3. Clement’s Anthropogony 
 Following Moses’s account of the creation of Adam, God created anthropos in his 
image with capability of assimilating to the divine likeness.  Clement argues that each 
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human being is formed in God’s image, but must choose to become his likeness.553  
Clement’s anthropogony is important to the Incarnation, because God expected to 
assume this image and likeness when the Logos becomes anthropos, and Clement 
makes special mention that only Christ through the Incarnation was the image and 
likeness of God completely.
554
  Thus, for Clement, the Logos does not take on the 
constitution of a platonic or a Gnostic human being, but assumes the biblical model of 
human existence.  Accordingly, Clement’s Demiurge formed and animated humankind 
with a divine design: assimilation to the likeness of God.    
Noting this purpose prompts admonitions against idolatry, especially the ‘god-
makers,’ who formed non-existent images for the naïve and superstitious to worship.  
With probing rhetoric, Clement poses questions concerning the ‘workers of the earth’ 
(gh=j e0rga/tai): 
How could any one of these [workers of the earth] make seeing eyes?  Who 
breathed [e0nefu/shse] the soul [into a human being]?  Who bestowed the sense of 
righteousness?  Who promises deathlessness [a0qanasi/an]?  Only the Artisan of 
the universe, the Father, who is the Supreme Artisan [mo/noj o9 tw~n o3lwn 
dhmiourgo/j o9 a0ristote/xnaj path/r], fashioned us a human being, that is, a 
living statue [toiou=ton a1galma e1myuxon h9ma~j to\n a1nqrwpon e1plasen].555 
 
Clement draws distinction between the ‘workers of the earth’ and the ‘Artisan of the 
universe.’  The term he selects for image (a1galma) refers to a ‘statue’ created in 
honour of a god.  Clement emphasizes the ‘otherness’ of God’s handy-work: His 
workmanship is a living statue for his own honour.  Since the only existent God formed 
and animated a breathing, seeing, and existent human being, it is irrational for these 
beings to fashion statues of non-existent gods.  This is a distortion of the created order; 
humans do not make gods; instead, God made humans to be an existent image of 
himself.  For Clement, the divine design is a mystery, but when disclosed, it illumines 
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the knowledge that ‘God created anthropos for immortality, and made mankind an 
image of his own character.’556 
 God breathed into Adam two parts that constitute the divine image, which are the 
gift of reason (and intellect) and the seat of love (and affection).  Firstly, from the 
Genesis account, Clement maintains that God breathed into Adam a rational soul: 
Moses says that the body was completely formed from the earth, which Plato says 
is an earthly tent; but the rational soul [yuxh\n th\n logikh/n] is from above [and] 
was breathed by God into the [human] face [ei0j pro/swpon].  Wherefore, also 
humankind came into existence as an image and likeness [of God] [kat’ ei0ko/nta 
kai\ o9moi/wsin to\n a1nqrwpon gegone/nai].  For on the one hand, the image of 
God is the divine and royal Logos, an impassible man; but on the other hand, the 
image of the image is the human intellect [qeou= lo/goj qei=oj kai\ basiliko/j, 
a1nqrwpoj a0paqh/j, ei0kw\n d’ ei0ko/noj a0nqrw/pinoj nou=j].557 
 
On the one hand, unlike the Platonists and Gnostics, Clement believes that the body is 
good and not to be disparaged; it is God’s creation.  On the other hand, Behr points out 
that ‘the scope of the image does not extend to the body.’558  As Clement explains: ‘For 
conformity with the image and likeness is not meant for the body (for it were wrong for 
what is mortal to be made like what is immortal).’559  The image of God, therefore, does 
not include ‘the form of that which was prepared [th=j kataskeuh=j to\ sxh=ma]’—
meaning the body.
560
   
Instead, anthropos is an ‘image of the image.’  The image is neither derivative of 
the Platonic ‘World Soul’ that animates the cosmos, nor is it the creation of archons.  
Rather the transcendent God bestowed upon his human creation rational (logikh/n) and 
intellectual (nou=j) capabilities derived from the divine Logos: 
On the one hand, the ‘image of God’ is his Logos (the genuine Son of the mind, the 
divine Logos, the archetypal light of light).  On the other hand, the image of the 
Logos is the true human being [o9 a1nqrwpoj ‹o9› a0lhqino/j], meaning the intellect 
that is in the person, the one being said to have come into existence ‘according to 
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the image’ of God and ‘according to [his] likeness.’  And with this purpose in 
heart, [the] logikos is likened to the divine Logos.
561
 
 
Just as the Logos is the image and mind of God, correspondingly, so the ‘true human 
being,’ who possesses reason (logiko/j) and the intellect (nou=j) derived from the Logos 
is the image of the Logos.
562
  Human beings, in Clement’s anthropology, possess the 
cognitive capability to receive and understand the mysteries of divine gnosis, because 
logikos is the suitable receptor of Logos. 
 Why does Clement think this correlation between Logos and logikos is important?  
His doctrine of creation—noting the connection between Logos and logikos—is one 
reason he asserts humankind can acquire divine gnosis, increase in respect to salvation, 
and behold the vision of God.  Clement links the relationship of logikos to the Logos in 
two ways.  Firstly, drawing from the apostle Peter, Clement exhorts believers to ‘yearn 
for the rational milk [to\ logiko\n ga/la] in order that [they] might increase in respect 
to salvation.’563  This milk, which is the nourishing food from the Father, is ‘the Lord 
Jesus, that is, the Logos of God [o9 ku/rioj  0Ihsou=j, toute/stin o9 lo/goj tou= qeou=].’564  
In Clement’s view, it is desirable for an intellectual creature to drink rational milk 
because spiritual milk (logiko\n ga/la) nourishes and purifies the intellectual part of 
creaturely existence.  Secondly, since the human being is ‘a rational creature [to\ zw~|on 
to\ logiko/n, to\n a1nqrwpon],’ Clement wants people to use their intellect to behold 
the divine being [qea/sasqai to\ qei=on dei=n].’565  However, in order to look upon God, 
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one must become pure in heart.  For this path, Clement looks to Christ’s teaching: ‘He 
called the “pure in heart” blessed, because “they shall see God.”’566  In Clement’s 
thinking, the reception of Logos re-orientates human intellect to perceive God. 
 The second aspect to the image is love and affection.  Clement often mentions that 
‘the Lord is human-loving [fila/nqrwpo/j] and good.’567  ‘The human-loving God is 
the Instructor’ to his creatures.568  In one passage, Clement argues that the event of the 
Incarnation was motivated by love, because ‘God himself is love, and on account of 
love, he became visible to us.’569  Since God is philanthropic, Clement deduces that 
‘the human being is precious to God [fi/loj o9 a1nqrwpoj tw~| qew~|], because anthropos 
is the creation of God.’570  Central to Clement’s theology—especially his soteriology—
is that God loves human beings. 
 How did God make it possible to share his love with humanity?  How could an 
earthen formation, even a rational creature, receive love and reciprocate love to God?  
Clement observes from the Genesis narrative that God created everything in the cosmos 
with commands alone, but he carefully formed humankind with his hands.
571
  While 
fashioning Adam, the Artisan breathed into him what Clement calls the philtron 
(fi/ltron), the capacity for humans to experience affections.  The philtron was 
exclusive to God, but because he loves humanity, he chose to breathe (e0nefu/shsen) the 
capacity to love into his human creation.  The philtron ‘is said to be the very inspiration 
[e0mfu/shma] of God.’572  This inspiration is the swelling of the chest with air, thus an 
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increase of interior breath, spirit, or inspiration.  Similarly, the philtron is the interior 
swelling of the human soul with the feelings of love and tender affections.
573
  
 Clement points out that the philtron increases in human parents, but for different 
reasons.  A mother’s philtron swells after the birth of her child, and she affectionately 
provides milk—produced from her own blood—to nourish her new-born.  The father’s 
philtron swells while training his children, leading his offspring towards true 
knowledge.
574
  Mystically speaking, Clement likens the mother’s milk and the father’s 
training to the teachings (milk), sufferings (blood), and guidance of Christ.  Like the 
mother, the human-loving God gives his milk—produced from the blood of Christ—to 
those newly generated by the Spirit.
575
  Like the father, God lovingly discloses his 
salvific teachings and instructs humanity in the knowledge of Christ, guiding them to 
the divine likeness.
576
  Just as the inspired logikos is the receiver of the divine Logos, so 
the inspired philtron is the receptor of divine philos (fi/loj).  Thus, no divine command 
alone fashioned humankind; rather, the intelligence, artistry, and philanthropy of the 
Artisan formed Adam, and animated him with both logikos and the philtron: reason and 
love.  The possibility of possessing tender affections and love does not contradict 
Clement’s teachings on apatheia, the idea of living without passions.  Rather, in 
Clement’s thinking, apatheia applies to the eradication of lustful and corrupt passions, 
not to feelings of love, mercy, and compassion.
577
 
 There are two conclusions to be drawn from Clement’s teaching on the creation of 
humankind.  Firstly, central to his theological discourse is that ‘God is human-loving; 
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therefore, the Logos is human-loving.’578  Clement’s logology shows that the Logos is 
reason, and also love and tender affection.  Secondly, Clement explains that the human 
being is ‘the best of all things fashioned’ by God and was created to be ‘a God-loving 
creature [filoqeo\n zw|~on].’579  Reason alone does not separate God’s creatures from 
animals, love does this.  The possibility for humans to love God and other human 
beings exalts God’s image above all creation.  However, as will be shown in the 
following chapter, humankind fell to a sub-human existence and in need of salvation. 
4. Clement’s Soteriology 
Two features define Clement’s soteriology: a destination and the means to arrive 
there.  Firstly, concerning his course to salvation, Clement sets up front the telos for 
which believers are to aim: to become like God.  The speculation about the goal of life 
or the way to happiness was a topic of interest in philosophical inquiry.  Clement notes 
that philosophers speculated about the telos for humankind, but they did not discern 
accurately the divine aim.  He points out their misunderstanding by outlining—in 
Stromateis II.21.127.1-II.22.134.7—their dissimilar and limited proposals concerning 
the purpose for human existence.  For example, he reports that the Epicureans proposed 
pleasure to be the telos for human beings.
580
  Aristotle advanced virtue as the aim for 
human happiness, but concluded that, even most people who attain virtue are not 
happy.
581
  The Stoics, especially Cleanthes, thought living agreeably to nature—‘the 
right exercise of reason’—is the telos.582  Closer to the mark for Clement is Plato, who 
claimed the telos to be ‘likeness to God as far as possible.  And likeness is to become 
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just and holy with wisdom.’583  Clement suggests that Plato was ‘concurring with the 
precept of the Law’ in which Moses ‘calls assimilation a following, and such a 
following assimilates as far as possible’ to the likeness of God.584 
After delineating the history of philosophical thought regarding the telos, Clement 
moves far beyond the philosophers, and exhorts his readers ‘to reach the endless telos 
[te/loj a0teleu/thton] by obeying the commandments—that is God—[and] by living 
according to them irreproachably and knowingly through the knowledge of the divine 
will.  Assimilation to the true Logos, as far as possible, is the telos.’585  Clement 
qualifies this passage with his ‘trump’ card, Paul’s telos: 
The Apostle, in his letter to the Romans, while concisely describing the telos 
[sunto/mwj to\ te/loj diagram/fwn], says: ‘and now, having been freed from sin 
and having become servants to God, you possess the fruit unto holiness; and the 
telos is eternal life [to\ de\ te/loj zwh\n ai0w/nion].’586 
 
Clement sets people on a quest to be released from corruption, experience the fruit of 
holiness, assimilate to the divine Logos, reach the unending end, and possess eternal 
life.  Plainly, Clement retains the Platonic terminology of ‘likeness to God’ in order to 
convey his salvific aim, but he makes it clear that the primacy of the apostolic telos 
defines likeness to God.  For example, farther on in the passage, Clement joins Paul 
(1Corinthians 11:1) and Plato (Theaetetus 176b) to Christianize the concept of 
assimilation to God: 
Openly and explicitly, the Apostle, in the first epistle to the Corinthians, says: ‘Be 
imitators [mimhtai/ mou gi/nesqai] of me, just as I am also of Christ,’ in order that 
this might happen: If you are of me, and I am of Christ, then you have become 
imitators of Christ, and Christ of God.  Assimilation to God, therefore, as far as 
possible is to become ‘just and holy with wisdom.’  [This] [Paul] sets down as the 
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aim of faith [sko/pon, th=j pi/stewj u9poti/qetai], and the end [te/loj] [he 
presents] as the restoration of this promise by faith.
587
 
 
Here, Clement maintains Platonic language, but uses it to explain the Pauline goal.  In 
this light, one can easily subscribe to Völker’s observation: ‘As you can see, our author 
[Clement] is profoundly different from the philosophy of his time.’588 
 Secondly, to attain likeness to God, Clement takes the spiritual path of the 
Incarnation of the Logos and ensuing Christ-event.  In his coming, the Logos assumed 
the roles of Saviour and Teacher.  Since humankind was fraught with psychological 
impediments due to the misuse of freedom and the deception of pleasure, Clement 
argues that people become deaf to divine instructions and blind to the vision of God.
589
  
Consequently, people need a Saviour-Healer and a Teacher-Guide.  In response to the 
dysfunctional human condition, ‘the Saviour was sent as a Teacher for the acquisition 
of the good.’590  The Incarnation, therefore, has a two-fold mission:  
The Logos himself is a manifest mystery [musth/rion e0mfane/j]: God is within a 
man and the man is God [qeo\j e0n a0nqrw/pw|, kai\ o9 a1nqrwpoj qeo/j].  In this 
way, the mediator achieves the will of the Father, for the mediator is the Logos, 
who is common for both.  On the one hand, [the Logos] is the Son of God, but on 
the other hand, [the Logos] is the Saviour of humanity, and he is [God’s] servant, 
but our instructor.
591
 
 
Having witnessed the corruption and brokenness in human beings, Clement assures the 
Greek believers that the Saviour is the ‘cleansing one, the saving one, the gentle one, 
the divine Logos.’592  ‘He was destined to stand beside [us], as our Saviour’ and 
Teacher.
593
   
                                                 
587
 Str. II.22.136.5-6; 1Cor. 11:1; Theaet. 176b. 
 
588
 Völker, Der wahre Gnostiker nach Clemens Alexandrinus, 93.  «Wie man sieht, unterscheidet 
sich unser Autor [Clement] hier tiefgehend von der Philosophie seiner Zeit.» 
589
 Prot. X.104.4. 
 
590
 Str. V.1.7.8, katape/mpetai o9 swth\r, th=j a0gaqou= kth/sewj dida/skalo/j te kai\ xorhgo/j. 
 
591
 Paid. III.1.2.1. 
 
592
 Prot. X.110.1. 
 
593
 Prot. X.110.3. 
 127 
 
 Clement portrays the Saviour’s role by depicting him as a divine Champion, who 
entered the amphitheatre of human tragedy in order to conquer death.  He accomplished 
a decisive victory through his obedience in life—subjecting the passions to the will of 
God—and by his obedience in death on the cross by conquering the power of death, 
viz., the devil.  Consequently, he was crowned the Champion.  Following the Apostle 
Paul, Clement declares the cross to be the ‘wisdom and power’ of God because by it, 
the Saviour forgives sins and provides the sure means of attaining apatheia; and 
through it, people receive the gift of eternal life.  In this way, the Incarnation was the 
‘greatest appearance of the Saviour [th\n megi/sthn tou= swth=roj e0pifa/neian],’ 
because of the magnitude of the work accomplished for humankind.
594
  In Clement’s 
mind, as expressed through his writings, ‘the greatest and most royal work of God is to 
save humanity.’595  
 The Saviour initiates salvation in at least three ways.  Firstly, he awakens the 
spiritual senses of seeing and hearing, so that one may begin to hear divine instructions 
and see reality beyond the sensible region.
596
  Secondly, the Saviour applies rational 
medicine to human reason, aiding the logikos by grace to receive gnosis.
597
  Thirdly, he 
heals the traumatized soul by cutting out the root of evil.  Clement exhorts believers to 
follow in the steps of the Saviour, because he is healing and his path leads to 
‘sinlessness and perfection.’598  According to Clement, this work of salvation 
effectively frees a human being to assimilate the likeness of God by imbibing the 
knowledge of God.
599
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The Logos also came as the Teacher, who guides believers to the knowledge of 
God: The ‘Son is the power of God, the most ancient Logos of the Father, and is called 
the Teacher of those who were formed by him.’600  The Incarnation is essential to 
Clement’s soteriology, because the Logos became a human being in order to teach 
humankind how to become god.  Observing this prominence in Clement’s works, Oleh 
Kindiy remarks: ‘Clement deems the status of teacher as the highest stage of Christian 
initiation’ into divine knowledge.601  Through faith, which has ‘drinkable properties,’ 
believers imbibe divine gnosis, by which they increase in godliness.  In view of the 
work of the Logos as a Saviour and Teacher, Clement did not approach theological 
discourse as a theoretical or impersonal theology.  Rather, his knowledge of God 
generates Christian praxis and shows God’s lovingkindness, compassion, and attentive 
care for wounded humanity. 
E. Conclusion and Summary Table 
This chapter places Clement in his preferred intellectual background: the apostolic 
tradition.  It is important to locate Clement here because it helps us to read him a certain 
way that brings his knowledge of God forward as he engages in the challenges of 
Platonism and Gnosticism of his day.  Although Clement emphasizes gnosis and the 
Gnostic, he follows a gnostic tradition that remains faithful to the ecclesiastical canon (a 
harmony of the two covenants), beginning with Moses, and in line with Christ, Paul, 
Barnabas, and Clement of Rome.  Concerning his theological discourse, the following 
table summarizes concisely the similarities and differences between Platonism, 
Gnosticism, and Clement concerning the four subjects: theology, demiurge, 
anthropogony, and soteriology (teleology). 
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Subjects Platonism Gnosticism Clement of 
Alexandria 
Theology The unknowable 
transcendent God, 
the Good, the One, 
but not the Creator 
of the sensible 
cosmos. 
The unknowable 
transcendent God, 
the Creator of the 
Pleroma, but not the 
Creator of humans 
or the cosmos live 
in. 
The unknowable, but 
knowable 
transcendent God and 
Creator of the 
heavens, this cosmos, 
and humankind.  He 
is the God of the OT 
and is good. 
Demiurge A good, but lesser 
deity (or creative 
principle) that 
generated the 
sensible cosmos to 
represent the 
intellectual and 
eternal Forms. 
An evil, ignorant, 
and created deity 
responsible for the 
creation of the 
cosmos, the evil in 
it, and the sufferings 
of humankind; he is 
identified with the 
God of the OT. 
The divine Logos, 
who is the eternal 
Son and equal to the 
transcendent God, 
who is his Father.  
The divine Logos 
became incarnate in 
the person of Jesus. 
Anthropogony Humanity is made of 
the four elements: 
earth, fire, air, and 
water; the soul is 
immortal and comes 
from the cosmic 
soul.  The body is 
created with evil 
energy and is a 
source of suffering. 
Anthropos has a 
material and a 
psychic body, both 
created by the evil 
demiurge and his 
archons.  The body 
is a prison in which 
the psychic body is 
imprisoned to 
ignorance, pain and 
suffering. 
God created 
anthropos in his 
image to assimilate to 
his likeness.  God 
breathed into 
anthropos reason and 
affection and made 
anthropos for the 
knowledge of God. 
Teleology Platonic telos is 
likeness to God by 
becoming just and 
holy with wisdom, 
which is attained by 
escaping the world 
(passions) through 
devotion to 
philosophy.  
Gain knowledge of 
the Father and 
ultimately return to 
the pleroma. 
Eternal life and 
likeness to God 
through the salvific 
and didactic missions 
of the Logos. 
Soteriology Platonism has no 
soteriology based on 
Christ. 
Salvation is attained 
through reception of 
gnosis.  A divine 
illuminator gives the 
Gnostic knowledge 
of self and of God, 
resulting in 
salvation, which is 
an awakening. 
The Logos came as 
both Savour and 
Teacher.  As Saviour, 
he frees humanity 
from corruption; as 
Teacher, he guides 
humanity to the 
likeness of God 
through divine 
gnosis. 
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The attention now turns to Part II, which is about Clement’s doctrine of the 
Incarnation and mission of the Logos-Son.  The following two chapters depict which 
God or Demiurge became incarnate, what kind of anthropos the Logos became, and 
explains the salvific and didactic missions he accomplished through his work 
subsequent to the Incarnation. 
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PART II: INCARNATION AND MISSION 
Chapter Three: Incarnation and Salvific Mission 
A. Introduction 
 The Christian doctrine claiming the Creator of the universe descended into the 
cosmos and became a human being through an Incarnation was absurd to a Middle 
Platonist.  As seen in chapter one, the Platonists of Clement’s generation thought the 
human body was an evil prison of suffering (pain) and darkness (ignorance), a torturous 
dungeon from which to escape.  Origen preserves many of the opinions of the 
Alexandrian Middle Platonist, Celsus, who was contemporary with Clement.  Celsus, in 
his important work, The True Logos (composed ca. AD 177), contests Christian 
teachings, especially the Incarnation.  According to Origen’s record, Celsus contends:  
God is good and beautiful and happy, and exists in the most beautiful state.  If then 
He comes down to men, He must undergo a change, a change from good to bad, 
from beautiful to shameful, from happiness to misfortune, and from what is best to 
what is most wicked.  Who would choose a change like this?  It is the nature only 
of a mortal being to undergo change and remoulding, whereas it is the nature of an 
immortal being to remain the same without alteration.  Accordingly, God could not 
be capable of undergoing this change.
602
 
 
Reacting further against the doctrine of the Incarnation, Celsus is said to retort: ‘If God 
came in contact with human flesh, he himself would be defiled.’603   
 In contrast, Clement’s teaching on the Incarnation is the descent of the divine 
Logos—who is God in God, the Creator-demiurge, the First Cause, and equal to the 
transcendent God—became a real human being and suffered in the flesh for the 
salvation of humankind.  Clement depicts his doctrine of the Incarnation with the 
exchange formula: ‘The Logos of God became anthropos in order that one might learn 
from a man, how anthropos might become theos.’604  Irenaeus posits this exchange 
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similarly: ‘But following the only true and steadfast Teacher, the Word of God, our 
Lord Jesus Christ, who did, through His transcendent love, become what we are, that 
He might bring us to be even what he is Himself.’605  This chapter treats the first step of 
the exchange: The Logos-Son became anthropos and sarx.   
In the first stage of the exchange, the Logos-Son, ‘while assuming the role of 
anthropos and after being fashioned with flesh [sarki\ a0naplasa/menoj], shouldered 
the mission of the salvific drama for humankind.’606  This mission means that the 
Logos-Son descended into the human region and ‘put on humanity [a1nqrwpon e0ne/du],’ 
because ‘he willingly suffered the experiences of men [ta\ a0nqrw/pwn e0kw\n 
e1paqen].’607  Clement indicates that Christ experienced bad emotions and physical pain 
long before, directly prior to, and during his death.  Being clothed with flesh, Jesus was 
susceptible to passions and griefs throughout his life on earth:  
o9 swth\r au0to\j paragi/netai kai\ pa/sxei di’ h9ma~j a0po\ gene/sewj me/xri tou= 
shmei/ou th\n a0nqrwpo/thta diatre/xwn. 
 
‘The Saviour himself came and suffered for us from birth even to the cross, running 
straight through his human course.’608   
 
Moreover, Clement points out that ‘God is incapable of weariness [a0kmhto/j], suffering 
[a0paqh/j], and want [a0prosdeh/j], but we who are flesh-bearing [sarkoforou=ntej] 
need rest.’609  Turning attention back to God, Clement emphasizes that during Jesus’s 
journey to the cross, and because he too was ‘flesh-bearing,’ Jesus grew weary; he 
nevertheless toiled and endured his sufferings because of his love for humankind.  In 
view of this, consider what Clement says: 
                                                 
605
 A.H. V.Preface; and A.H. III.20.2. 
606
 Prot. X.110.2, ou0q’ o3te to\ a0nqrw/pou proswpei=on a0nalabw\n kai\ sarki\ a0naplasa/menoj 
to\ swth/rion dra~ma th=j a0nqrwpo/thtoj u9pekri/neto a0gnohqei/j. 
 
607
 Q.d.s. 37.3. 
 
608
 Q.d.s. 8.2. 
609
 Str. VI.16.137.4. 
 133 
 
‘I came not,’ [Jesus] says, ‘to be ministered unto, but to minister.’610  Wherefore he 
is introduced in the Gospel [as] ‘wearied,’ because while toiling for us, he 
promised ‘to give his life as a ransom [lu/tron] for many.’611  He is generous, 
therefore, who gives us the greatest of all gifts, his life [th\n yuxh\n au0tou=].  He is 
exceedingly kind and human-loving, in that, when he might have been Lord, he 
wished to be the brother of humanity and he was so good that he even died for us 
[w3ste h9mw~n kai\ u9perapoqanei=n].612 
 
Clement reports that the Scriptures ‘declare the flesh that suffered, which the Lord had 
assumed, is the “power and wisdom of God.”’613  He deduces that in obedience to the 
prophecies, the Logos-Son ‘chose to suffer in order that by his suffering we might live 
[tw~| pa/qei zh/swmen au0tou=].’614  Therefore, Christ was destined to suffer and his 
suffering flesh is efficacious for salvation.  In response to Celsus’s demand whether 
people can be saved by God, Origen himself replies: ‘Who but the divine Logos can 
save and lead the soul of man to the supreme God?’615 
 The first stage of the exchange formula was a life-giving mission accomplished by 
the sufferings of the Logos-Son.  Contra the Middle Platonic and most Gnostic views of 
God, Clement’s God, the First Principle and demiurge of the universe, became a real 
human being who willingly subjected himself to personal sufferings and even a 
bloodstained death for the salvation of his creatures.  Clement argues that an accurate 
belief about the Son of God that emphasizes the Incarnation—which in his thinking was 
lacking among the heretics—is necessary to Christian faith.  Addressing some 
anonymous false Gnostics, he argues that ‘in order to believe truly in the Son, we must 
believe that he is the Son, and that he came, and how, and why, and [believe the things] 
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concerning his suffering [peri\ tou= pa/qouj].’616  Clement argues that the Son came to 
humanity through the Incarnation.    
If we fail to notice Clement’s testimony on the salvation of humankind through the 
Incarnation and the sufferings of the Logos-Son, we may draw the conclusion that Bigg 
tendered: ‘If we ask, why the Birth, why the Passion, the Cross?  Why Jesus redeemed 
us in this way, and no other?  Clement has no answer.’617  Likewise, one might settle 
with Athanasius Wintersig, who deduces that a ‘positive understanding of the 
redemptive meaning of the Incarnation in Jesus is completely lacking in Clement.’618  
Moreover, without discerning the difference between Clement and the Gnostics, we 
could conclude with Lilla: ‘The idea of Christ as a redeemer of the whole of mankind 
by means of a sacrifice is replaced, in Clement’s philosophical system, by the esoteric 
idea of gnosis.’619  Although gnosis plays an indispensable role in Clement’s ascending 
path to deification, the reception of gnosis is predicated upon and conjoined with the 
work of Christ as Saviour: Christ heals the soul from corruption and ignorance, 
preparing it to receive disclosures of gnosis.
620
 
 Addressing the above assertions about Clement’s soteriology, Mark Edwards 
delivers the following assessment:  
[Clement is] sometimes thought to have been, if not a Platonist, an adherent of that 
sect which he himself on one occasion styles ‘eclectic’, and whose teaching was an 
amalgam of serviceable doctrines from the leading pagan schools.  And since, it is 
alleged, he failed to discover in these sources any plausible cognates of the 
Incarnation, the Passion, the Atonement, the resurrection of the body or the second 
coming, the president of the Catechetical School pays only superficial homage to 
these fundamental tenets of the Church.
621
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In the sentence that follows, Edwards makes the counter-claim, ‘Few of these charges 
will survive inspection.’622 
 Hence, with a closer view of the evidence, this chapter offers a discussion on the 
Incarnation and salvific mission of the Logos-Son.  It locates passages that highlight 
Clement’s attribution of the Logos and the Son as Saviour, and denotes salvation as the 
foreground in Clement’s works.  This chapter also identifies Clement’s interpretation of 
the malevolent powers that deceive human beings and tempt them toward sub-human 
existence.  Importantly, it classifies Clement’s use of John 1:14 and the term gi/nomai 
with lo/goj, a1nqrwpoj, and sa/rc to depict the Incarnation.  Consequently, it 
examines the allegation of Docetism by observing the three passages in question: 
Cassiodorus’s Adumbrationes (1John 1:1-2), Stromateis III.7.59.3, and Stromateis 
VI.9.71.1-2.  Subsequently, it provides an exegesis of a key passage in Stromateis 
VII.2, where Clement depicts explicitly the kind of flesh the Logos-Son assumed.  
Finally, this chapter explains Clement’s doctrine of the cross as the power of God that 
vanquished death and eradicates the passions, and the chapter closes with a section on 
Clement’s explanation of the blood of Christ.   
B. Logos-Son as Saviour 
 It will be helpful now to explain the appellation: the Logos-Son.  According to 
Henny Hägg, ‘[t]he favourite term for the Son of God in Clement’s writings is 
Logos.’623  Suitably, the divine Logos and the eternal Son of God are designated in this 
present work as the Logos-Son, because this combination of relations—the Logos of 
God as the Son of God—is an essential theme in Clement’s Logos theology.624  
Clement tells us that the Lord is ‘the divine Logos, the truly most manifest God, the one 
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who is equal to the Master of the universe, because he is his Son and “the Logos was in 
God.”’625  This text and its last clause show that Clement’s theology blends lo/goj and 
ui9o/j with qeo/j, and derives from John’s Gospel.626  In addition, we read that the ‘Son is 
the power of God, even before the generation of all things; he is the most ancient Logos 
of the Father.’627  Another text shows that ‘this is the Son; this is Christ; this is the 
Logos of God.’628  Since Clement portrays the Logos and the Son as one divine being 
equal with the Father, the divine Logos and eternal Son of God are designated here as 
the Logos-Son.
629
 
 Clement speaks of the Logos and the Son as Saviour.
630
  Firstly, ‘the Logos is 
called Saviour [swth\r o9 lo/goj ke/khtai]’ because ‘he has procured for humankind the 
rational medicines [ta\ logika\ fa/rmaka] unto quick sensibility and salvation.’631  
Secondly, ‘the one who saves is the Saviour, that is, the Son of God [swth\r de\ o9 
sw/|zwn ui9o\j tou= qeou=.].’632  The Son of God is the ‘great God and our Saviour, Jesus 
Christ.’633  The Logos-Son teaches people the ‘eternal salvation of the eternal 
Saviour.’634  Clement leads the wealthy in Alexandria to ‘seize before all things the 
Saviour, Advocate, and Comforter of the soul, the Ruler of the boundless life.’635  He 
celebrates the ‘greatness of the Saviour [to\ me/geqoj tou= swth=roj].’636  The reason 
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for his jubilation is that ‘the Saviour destroyed death.’637  Thus, Clement exults in the 
‘power of the Saviour and the manifestation of salvation.’638 
In each of his major extant writings, Clement draws attention to God’s will to save 
humanity.  For examples, he writes in the Protreptikos: ‘Nothing but this is the only 
work for [God], to save people.’639  Again, in the same work: ‘It is always set before 
God to save the flock of humanity.  For this [purpose] the good God sent the good 
Shepherd.’640  In the Paidagogos, we read that ‘the greatest and most royal work of God 
[is] to save humanity.’641  Clement continues this emphasis in the Stromateis: ‘I think 
the Saviour exerts energy, since it is his work to save.’642  Again, in the Stromateis: 
‘God takes pleasure in our salvation alone.’643  Clement concludes his overall argument 
in Quis Dives Salvetur encouraging the Alexandrian believers to press towards 
salvation, knowing that God would provide lavishly for the one asking with 
determination: 
For the one who looks attentively at this salvation, both desiring and asking [for it] 
with shamelessness and force of mind, the good Father who is in the heavens will 
provide the true cleansing and the unchangeable life [pare/cei th\n a0lhqinh\n 
ka/qarsin kai\ th\n a1trepton zwh/n].644 
 
Observing the evidence in Clement’s works, John Patrick admits that ‘no name is more 
frequently given to Jesus than that of the Saviour; no word is employed so frequently to 
denote the goal and work of Christ as salvation.’645  The very notion that the Logos-Son 
is a Saviour begs the question: What does Clement think is the problem with humanity? 
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C. Problem: Corruption in Human Existence 
  The knowledge of salvation requires an assessment of the human condition.  We 
must ask why Clement thinks people need a Saviour figure and from what are they to be 
saved?  According to Clement, humankind has been corrupted by disobedience through 
the misuse of freedom; choices contrary to divine truth breed corruption and disorder in 
the human constitution.  Others have claimed that humanity was created with innate 
corruption.  Basilides thinks the base passions, such as anger, envy, and lust are 
‘appendages’ and says, ‘these are in essence certain spirits attached to the rational soul 
through a certain primal disorder and confusion.’646  Isadore, the son of Basilides, wrote 
a book entitled: About the Soul Attached to Us.  Clement preserves a fragment of it, in 
which Isadore wrote: “‘We must become more excellent by the use of reason to show 
mastery over the inferior creation in us [th=j ela/ttonoj e0n h9mi=n kti/sewj fanh=nai 
kratou=ntaj].”’  Like Basilides, ‘[Isadore] too lays down the hypothesis of two souls 
in us.’647  Because of their opinion of the inferior creation (the second soul), Basilides 
and Isadore infer that people are born with inherent evil. 
Rejecting this theory, Clement argues that people become corrupt through thoughts 
and deeds conflicting with the knowledge of God.  Similar to Adam in Paradise, 
humans are born innocent and free, but become defiled through irrational choices that 
release demonic passions.  On this point, Clement follows Barnabas:  
How we say that the activities of the devil [tou= diabo/lou ta\j e0nergei/aj] and the 
unclean spirits sow into the soul of the sinner needs no more words from me; [I] 
place as a witness the apostolic Barnabas, who was one of the seventy and Paul’s 
co-worker.  He makes the point, according to a saying: ‘Before we believed in God, 
the dwelling place of our heart was corrupt and weak [fqarto\n kai\ a0sqene/j], 
truly a temple built by hands, because it was full of idolatry and was a house of 
demons through doing whatever things were contrary to God [h]n oi]koj daimo/nwn 
dia\ to\ poiei=n o3sa h]n e0nanti/a tw~| qew~|].’648 
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The person (temple) becomes a house of demons through human construction (a temple 
built by hands = irrational choices and actions contrary to God).  Sinful energy is a type 
of demon and forgiveness of sins is an exorcism.
649
  Regarding the actuality of sin (the 
energy of the devil), the question is how does Clement view the origin of sin and its 
activity in God’s creatures? 
1. Adam and Eve 
 Clement sees the beginning of corruption in the Genesis account of Adam and Eve, 
which he interprets literally.
650
  In the beginning, Adam possessed remarkable nobility, 
because ‘no mortal was his father.’651  God fashioned Adam and then generated him by 
the breath of the Almighty, and for a season, he enjoyed a royal existence.  Clement 
comments that, through the same divine influence by which the prophets spoke—‘the 
power and inspiration of God’—Adam foretold the names of all the animals and of 
Eve.
652
  Along with Irenaeus, Clement represents Adam and Eve as youthful (ne/oi) in 
Paradise.
653
  In Paradise, Adam played freely [e0n parade/sw| e1paize lelu/menoj].’654  
Because of his simplicity (a9plo/thta), he was free from passions and their 
pleasures.
655
  John Behr notes that while in Paradise, ‘Adam enjoyed an immortal 
life.’656  However, the nobility of Adam’s origin was not enough to secure his destiny, 
because God created Adam with freedom.
657
  By the misuse of freedom, he ‘readily 
seized the shameful things [ta\ me\n ai0sxra\ ou[toj proqumw~j ei3leto].’  Knowingly, 
Adam followed Eve and willingly ‘forfeited the true and beautiful things God gave to 
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him.’  Consequently, ‘he relinquished [a0nquphlla/cato] the life of immortality for 
those things that are mortal.’658 
God formed Eve from the side of Adam and made her physically receptive to be his 
partner in all domestic affairs.
659
  She was fashioned to be the ‘mother of all who 
live.’660  However, she is the one through whom ‘error came into the world.’661  
Beginning with Eve,
 
the serpent cunningly assaults God’s creatures.662  Clement 
explains that the serpent, ‘the deceiver [o9 a0patew/n]’ that is, the ‘wicked and reptilian 
beast [to\ ponhro\j kai\ e9rphstiko\n qhri/on]’ that ‘from the beginning carried Eve 
down into death [a1nwqen th\n Eu1an ei0j qa/naton u9pofe/rw] continues to enslave all of 
humanity, binding their souls like corpses to death.’663  Thus, ‘this wicked tyrant and 
dragon [o9 ponhro\j ou9tosi\ tu/rannoj kai\ dra/kwn] buries human beings alive, until 
they suffer corruption.’664  Their ‘living-death’ is portrayed as being ‘riveted to stocks, 
stones, statues and various idols, bound with the miserable chain of demon worship.’665  
Clement’s interpretation is that the serpent maliciously misled Eve’s thoughts in order 
to enslave her—and the rest of humanity—to endless regret and emotional tyranny.666 
How does Clement interpret the results of the first couple’s plight in Paradise?  In 
his reading of the fall, Clement follows Paul: ‘Death by sin passed through [dih=lqen] 
into all humanity [di’ th=j a9marti/aj o9 qa/natoj ei0j pa/ntaj a0nqrw/pouj 
dih=lqen].’667  Concerning this event, Justin claims ‘Eve, who was a virgin and 
undefiled, having conceived the word of the serpent, brought forth disobedience and 
                                                 
 
658
 Str. II.19.98.3-99.1; a0nquphlla/cato means to substitute, to choose one thing over another. 
 
659
 Paid. III.3.19.1. 
 
660
 Str. III.16.100.7. 
 
661
 Prot. II.12.2. 
 
662
 Prot. I.7.6; Str. III.11.74.3; III.12.80.2; III.14.94.1. 
663
 Prot. I.7.4-6. 
 
664
 Prot. I.7.5. 
 
665
 Ibid. 
 
666
 For a compilation of patristic texts on Eve, especially her confession of disobedience, see 
Johanna Manley, The Lament of Eve, (Menlo Park, CA: Monastery Books, 1993). 
 
667
 Str. III.9.64.2; Rom. 5:12. 
 141 
 
death.’668  By Adam and Eve’s disobedience, the power of death gained ingress and 
opened up the ‘passible’ region in human existence.  Disobedience permits the power of 
death to unleash the passions that fasten people to existential corruption.  The result is 
that Adam was ‘found fettered to sins’ and ‘bound fast to ruin.’669  In this way, Behr 
can say: ‘Alongside death, the fall effected the disordering of man’s existential 
constitution.’670  In Clement’s view, therefore, one is not born a sinner, but conceived 
with the energetic principle that tempts one to sin.  People become enslaved to evil and 
irrational pleasures—like the first couple—because they open the door to the energetic 
principle of death through choices against the precepts of God.
671
 
2. Malevolent Powers 
Apart from the cessation of the body, Clement identifies death (qa/natoj) in two 
ways.  Firstly, like the Gnostics, death is figurative.  It is likened to the soul that is 
asleep: ‘The oppression of sleep is like death, which forces us into insensibility, cutting 
off the light by closing the eyelids.’672  Both sleep and death are states of spiritual 
dysfunction: ‘There is no use for a sleeping man as there is for a dead man,’ because 
both are oblivious to divine and human realities.
673
  Secondly, Clement views death as 
an existential evil activity possessing no existence of its own; it is non-existing 
existence.  Death’s energetic existence depends on the human soul; it needs a soul to 
exist in and wreak intellectual and emotional ruin.  Drawing a parallel point, but 
concerning sin, Pavel Florensky argues that ‘sinfulness, even though it is, is something 
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that does not have being.’674  Sin and death find being through human consent.  Peter 
Karavites comments on Clement’s ontology of sin and evil, stating: 
Judging from Clement’s description of it, hamartia is not a thing; it has no 
hypostasis.  Everything sensible and intelligible is good but owing to its having 
been created it runs the risk of becoming nothing.  It can be changed, altered, 
corrupted.  This change, in its turn corruptive, is hamartia, evil.  Evil has no 
hypostasis because it is not an object nor a being, the mh\ o1n, but it can corrupt the 
essence of good.
675
 
 
The existence of evil power is realized, from Clement’s point of view, when it is 
permitted—through disobedience—to mingle with human thought and experience: ‘Sin 
lies in activity, not existence.’676  People become psychologically weakened because 
‘wickedness feeds upon the ruin of human beings.’677  When maleficent powers graze 
upon human souls, people become a ‘house of demons’ (plagued with passions).678 
Clement likens the power of death to a tyrant, the serpent, the dragon, satan, and 
the devil.
679
  These five titles point out the different activities of death itself.  Prior to 
Clement, Justin uses three of these titles to describe one person: 
When Herod succeeded Archelaus, having received the authority which had been 
allotted to him, Pilate sent to him, by way of compliment Jesus bound; and God, 
foreknowing that this would happen, had thus spoken: ‘And they brought him to an 
Assyrian, a present to the king.’  Or, he meant the devil by the lion roaring against 
him: whom Moses calls the serpent, but in Job and Zachariah he is called the devil, 
and by Jesus is addressed as Satan, showing that a compounded name was acquired 
by him from the deeds which he performed.
680
 
 
Justin explains that there are multiple names to illustrate the different activities of one 
thing, death.  In addition, Justin likens Herod to the devil, the serpent, and satan, 
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suggesting that a human being can take on the likeness of the malevolent powers.  
Clement builds on this idea and explains that human beings can assimilate to the devil’s 
likeness.  Against the Gnostics and Platonists, who think the body is evil, Clement says: 
The adversary is not the body, as some wish it to be, but it is the devil—and those 
who are being assimilated to him [oi9 tou/tw| e0comoiou/menoi]—who travels along 
with us through people [o9 sunodeu/wn h9mi=n di’ a0nqrw/pwn], who zealously strive 
after his deeds in this earthly life.
681
 
 
There is distinction between the devil and a human being.  Neither the person nor the 
body is the adversary; the adversary is the evil energy (the devil) operating through 
people who have assimilated to its likeness.  How does this happen?  This is a difficult 
question to answer; so to this end, it will be helpful to examine Clement’s usage of the 
names of the evil powers and their corresponding activities, because they pinpoint the 
energies behind human corruption and point to the nature of salvation required. 
2.1. Death as Tyrant 
 In a passage describing the Incarnation as a mystery and a mission, which we will 
encounter again, Clement sets the term ‘death’ (to\n qa/naton) in apposition to ‘the 
tyrant’ (to\n tu/rannon).  He reports that The Logos-Son, ‘having been bound to flesh 
[kai\ sarki\ e0ndeqei\j], this is a divine mystery [musth/rion qei=on tou=to], he trounced 
the serpent [to\n o1fin e0xeirw/sato kai\] and he enslaved the tyrant, that is, death [kai\ 
to\n tu/rannon e0doulw/sato, to\n qa/naton].’682  Clement calls death a tyrant and 
equates the serpent with the tyrant.  Thus, he thinks the energy of death functions like 
serpentine tyranny.   
A tyrant’s administration is to govern people by the laws of war and chaos, not 
peace.  Clement recounts the warning that Samuel gave to the Israelites, who had 
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pleaded for a human king rather than the administration of God.
683
  Samuel stated that 
God would give them not a loving lord, but a self-willed and remorseless tyrant, who 
would draft their children into his services and govern people by the laws of war, not 
safety.   
 Clement tells brief tales of certain disciples of philosophers, who at the demands of 
tyrants to divulge knowledge, kept the teachings concealed.  For example, Zeno of Elea, 
when being tortured to the point of death, bit off his tongue and spit it at the tyrant.
684
  
When a tyrant ordered Anaxarchus be pounded with iron clubs, Anaxarchus retorted: 
‘Pound away at the sack which holds Anaxarchus, for it is not Anaxarchus you are 
pounding.’685  The disciples of philosophers, as well as Christians such as Ignatius of 
Antioch, were tortured and thrown to wild beasts, the diabolical works of a tyrant.
686
 
 Like a tyrant, death seeks to dominate the soul with cognitive chaos and emotional 
tyranny.  In his intermediate teachings on spiritual formation, Clement depicts 
wantonness (u3brij) as a tyrant, oppressing people with other desires under the 
command of lust.  When wantonness morphs into sexual lust (a0frodi/th), then ‘lust 
plays the tyrant [turanneu/ei e0piqumi/a],’ commanding a militia of maladies such as 
‘love of wine [filoini/a], the desire for women [filoguni/a], dissipation of existence 
[a0swti/a], and a propensity for pleasure [filhdoni/a]’ to trouble the soul.  
Consequently, ‘countless related passions increase [muri/a de\ tou/toij au1cetai 
a0delfa\ paqh/mata] molding a dissolute character.’687  Clement’s point is that as 
political tyrants condemned people to be tortured by beasts, so too, lustful energies 
tyrannize people.  As mentioned above, the names Clement applies to the energy of 
death are the serpent, the dragon, satan and the devil. 
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 2.2. Serpent and Dragon 
 Lampe identifies three uses in Patristic literature for the serpent (o1fij).688  Firstly, 
the serpent is an instrument of the devil in the dialogical narrative between Eve and the 
serpent.
689
  Secondly, in the same narrative, the serpent is the devil, not an agent.
690
  
Thirdly, the likeness of a serpent is applied allegorically to the evil principle concealed 
within the human soul.
691
  The third construal is Clement’s primary reading of o1fij. 
 This malevolent principle is the source of intellectual deception.  According to 
Clement, the serpent is ‘the one who deceives’ (o9 a0patew/n), who tricks people.692  It 
sets cunning traps to mislead human reason, leading to disobedience and then 
corruption.
693
  The serpent’s intention is to ruin intellectual acuity to prevent the 
reception of divine gnosis.
694
  To this end, the serpent deceived Eve.
695
 
 The serpent uses two methods to mislead people.  The first is through false 
doctrine.  Matthew’s Gospel portrays certain groups of teachers as serpents, and 
Clement cites John the Baptist, who called the Pharisees ‘serpents, a brood of vipers.’696  
Clement also draws from 2Corinthians 11:3 to show that Paul was concerned about the 
spiritual condition of the Corinthian believers.  False teachers had propagated deficient 
knowledge, tempting Christians in Corinth to deny true gnosis.  Clement explains 
Paul’s concern accordingly: ‘Just as the serpent deceived Eve [o9 o1fij e0chpa/thsen 
Eu1an], so your thoughts might be wounded by the evil event [e0n th=| panourgi/a| fqarh=| 
ta\ noh/mata u9mw~n].’697  The evil event (th=| panourgi/a|) is forfeiting truth for deficient 
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knowledge, thus setting up a fall.  Like Paul, Clement applies the serpent’s operation to 
the heretical Christian sects that spread false gnosis.
698
   
 The second mode of deception happens through the serpent projecting false images 
of what it means to be human, especially images conjoined with deceitful pleasures.  
Clement allegorically renders pleasure as the serpent, and suggests that Adam had 
‘fallen down by pleasure.’699  Clement does not tell us what this pleasure is, but he does 
express that the serpent is associated with the ground, and thus, evil is of an earthly 
nature.  The correlation is that serpents are belly-bound, crawling upon the earth.  
Analogously, people who are bound by the pleasures of the body are not rationally 
joined to the knowledge of God, but are thought to be crawling on the ground like 
serpents.  Hence, Clement taught neophytes that, as children of God, ‘we no longer roll 
on the ground, or creep on the earth like serpents, crawling with the whole body and 
engaging in senseless lusts, but we stretch upward in soul.’700 
 To illustrate deception though pleasure, Clement sketches a scenario in which the 
serpent, which is also the dragon, plans the ruin of a woman, who conforms her 
existence to the image of a courtesan.
701
  Clement explains that, although she adorns 
herself with beautiful, but earthly treasures, the image of God is not in her soul.  
Instead, behind her cosmetic veil is the impress of ‘a fornicator; an adulteress occupies 
the shrine of her soul, and the true beast [to/ a0lhqino\n qhri/on] is exposed: a cosmetic 
baboon!’702  The following passage is Clement’s account of how deception occurs: 
And that deceitful [pali/mboloj, reversing] serpent, upon devouring the intellect 
of the woman through vanity [diabibrw/swn to\ noero\n th=j a0nqrw/pou dia\ th=j 
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filodoci/a], possessed the soul as a hole, having filled all [of her thoughts] with 
deadly poisons.  And after injecting his own venom of deception [to\n e9autou= th=j 
pla/nhj e0nereuca/menoj i0o/n], this pimping dragon changes the fashion of women 
(gunai=kaj) into harlots (po/rnaj).703 
 
Being tricked by the serpent and deceived by vainglory, the once virtuous girl is 
convinced she is a courtesan and wears the cosmetics of her fallen identity.  In this 
passage, Clement describes the serpent as o9 pali/mboloj o1fij: ‘the reversing, 
deceiving serpent.’704  The reptile deceives in order to reverse the condition and 
direction of human beings—away from the image and likeness of God—making them 
sub-human.  Elsewhere, Clement remarks that lust arises and fabricates everything; it 
wishes to play the trickster to cover up the [real] person.’705   
 2.3. Satan and Devil 
 Clement uses the term satana~j nine times in order to depict two functions of 
satanic activity.  Firstly, satan works through the pathos of sexual temptation.  In his 
discussion on sexual infidelity in marriage, Clement draws from Paul’s correspondence 
to the Corinthians.  Paul advises a married couple that, if the husband or wife separate 
from sexual activity for a season of prayer, then they should soon re-join for conjugal 
relations, so that ‘satan will not tempt them because of their lack of self-control.’706  
Clement supports fidelity in marriage and the connubial relationship, and thus, endorses 
Paul’s counsel that couples should avoid sexual temptation, traps set by satan. 
 Secondly, satan exercises adversarial authority over people, blinding them to the 
knowledge of God.  Clement interprets Paul’s calling to the Gentiles as a mission ‘to 
open the eyes’ of the Greeks ‘to turn them from darkness to light, from the authority of 
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satan to God.’707  The ‘opening of the eyes of the blind’ occurs when the Greeks 
perceive the bits of truth found in their philosophy, which leads them to ‘the knowledge 
of the Father by the Son, [and] to turns [them] away from the authority of satan.’708  
Although Clement believes philosophy came from God, it is incapable of perfecting 
people, and thus he thinks satan chains the Greeks to philosophy to hinder them from 
progressing to the knowledge of God. 
 The idea and the operations of the devil are significant in Clement’s writings.  The 
Scriptures show, according to Clement, that the devil has personal characteristics that 
are interior to human beings; people can take on the image and function of diabolos.
709
  
In two passages, Clement quotes the Pauline injunction to the Ephesians: ‘Give no place 
to the devil.’710  For Clement, such an imperative implies a perception of diabolical 
presence, or knowledge of the devil.  If one is not to give place to the devil, then one 
must know what diabolos is and when this activity seeks to occupy a ‘place’ in human 
experience.  The primary function of the devil is lying.  Both references follow directly 
Paul’s admonitions to ‘put away lying’ and to ‘speak the truth,’ which implies lying is 
giving rational place to the devil.
711
   
 Clement recalls the teachings of Jesus where he said the devil ‘did not stand in the 
truth, because there is no truth in him.  Whenever he speaks the lie [o3tan lalh=| to\ 
yeu=doj], he speaks from his own natures [e0k tw~n i0di/wn lalei=], because he is a liar 
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and the father of it [o3ti yeu/sthj e0sti\ kai\ o9 path\r au0tou=].’712  Clement imagines 
diabolos as a liar generating offspring; the broods are not lies, but liars.  Hence, the 
cause for the notable accusation against some Pharisees: ‘You are of your father the 
devil.’713  Those who are active liars (unfaithful to the truth) are the offspring of the 
devil; according to Clement, liars are part of ‘the devil’s army [th\n tou= diabo/lou 
stratei/an].’714  Liars are heretics, who do not propagate true knowledge of God, but 
spread human teachings.  As liars and slanderers, they are given over to ‘the rule of the 
devil [th=j a0rxh=j tou= diabo/lou],’ that is, they persecute truth.715   
In actuality, Clement portrays some of the results of the activity of death, through 
these tyrannical energies—the serpent, the dragon, satan and the devil—as people 
becoming beasts, as the following section demonstrates. 
3. Human Beings as Beasts 
The activities of death through malevolent powers focus on intellectual and 
emotive struggles: deception, lying, sexual pathos, lust, and chaos.  When people 
irrationally give themselves over to these powers, then Clement likens human beings to 
beasts.  He derives this idea from Moses, David, and Paul.  Moses reports that humanity 
was created on the same day as the cattle and from the same earthen matter; hence, 
humankind and animals share a similar psychosomatic materiality.
716
  We find in his 
notes that the Creator ‘framed a soul earthly and material, irrational and consubstantial 
with the beasts.’717  In the Psalms, David tells us that after the ingress of sin and death 
into the human race, people became irrational.  Clement reiterates David’s conclusion: 
‘Since the first man sinned and disobeyed God, it is said that “humanity became like the 
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beasts.”  Being rightly regarded as irrational, human beings are beasts.’718  Moreover, 
Clement draws attention to Paul’s reference to the Hellenic prophet, Epimenides’s 
statement: ‘Cretans are always liars and evil beasts [kaka\ qhri/a].’719  Paul also testifies 
that he ‘fought with wild beasts in Ephesus,’ which probably alludes to his struggles 
with irrational people, who at that time opposed his teachings.
720
 
 Drawing further from Paul’s teachings, Clement remarks that ‘the writing knows 
that those who are sold over to sin are slaves [dou/louj de\ tou\j u9po\ a9marti/an kai\ 
tai=j a9marti/aij peprame/nouj], that is, [they are] lovers of pleasures [filhdo/nouj] 
and lovers of the body [filoswma/touj].  They are beasts rather than men [qhri/a 
ma~llon h2 a0nqrw/pouj].’721  He explains that the ‘dissolute person [u9bristh\j] is the 
lustful donkey-ass, the covetous one [o9 pleonektiko\j] is the savage wolf [lu/koj 
a1grioj], and the trickster [o9 a0patew/n] is the serpent.’722  Men are like stallions 
craving mares, whinnying for their neighbors’ wives.723  In another passage, Clement 
identifies corrupted humans as the most vexatious beasts of all.  The ‘flighty ones 
[tou\j kou/fouj] are birds; those who deceive [tou\j a0patew~naj] are reptiles; the 
petulant [tou\j qumikou/j] are lions; those who roll around in pleasure [tou\j 
h9donikou/j] are swine; and the rapacious [tou\j a9rpaktikou/j] are wolves.’724  Due to 
the activity of death—through the evil powers—and misuse of freedom, Clement sees 
human beings marked by the likeness of beasts, corrupted by the passions, and in need 
of salvation, which came (in his theology) through the Incarnation of the Logos-Son. 
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D. Incarnation and John 1 
This section gives attention to the ‘pre-existence’ of the Logos-Son, Clement’s 
references to the Logos-Son as qeo/j and a1nqrwpoj, and it collates Clement’s 
passages—drawing from John 1:14—using gi/nomai with lo/goj, a1nqrwpoj, and 
sa/rc.  There are pagan and Jewish influences on Clement’s doctrine of the Logos—
such as Middle Platonism, Stoic philosophy (spermatikos logos), and Philo.  
Concerning Philo, Grillmeier observes: ‘In connection with the Apologists it is 
important to note that Philo’s Logos speculation is the most far-reaching attempt at the 
hypostatization of Wisdom (or the Logos) within the Hebrew tradition.’725  Clement 
adopts this connection and makes Logos and sophia synonymous.  Grillmeier further 
argues that since Justin Martyr moved the discussion beyond Philo and the philosophers 
by ‘the proclamation that the Word had become flesh,’ there was ‘only a limited 
possibility for the influence of Philo to make itself felt on the Apologists.  Nor should 
the philosophical influence be over-estimated.’726  This observation applies to Clement, 
who thought that the Logos-Son cannot remain ‘on the level of a pure metaphysical 
principle; he must have a relationship with history.’727   
1. Pre-existence 
Clement draws his logology from the Old Testament (including the works of Philo) 
and the Gospel of John.  Firstly, Clement observes from the Old Testament that it was 
the eternal Logos, who spoke through Moses, David, Solomon, and the prophets.
728
  For 
example, ‘He was God, the Logos, the Paidagogos; he teaches Moses to instruct the 
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people.’729  Working through the prophets, ‘[t]he Logos has spoken most clearly 
concerning himself through Hosea: “I, I am your Instructor; and godliness is 
instruction.”’730  Clement’s point—concerning the Incarnation—is that this very Logos, 
the Paidagogos, who operated through the prophets, and is the Author of the Old 
Testament, is the same Logos that became a flesh and blood human being.  Thus, ‘our 
Instructor is the holy God Jesus, the Logos.’731   
Secondly, Clement frequently mentions the Logos theology from the prologue in 
John’s Gospel.  Three times in Protreptikos I, Clement quotes John 1:1 to demonstrate 
to the Greeks that he is referring to the apostle’s teaching of the divine Logos.732  In one 
case, using John 1:1-3, Clement highlights the pre-existence of the Logos-Son: 
This is the New Song, the manifestation, which is now shining amongst us, the one 
who exists in the beginning [tou= e0n a0rxh=| o1ntoj], even the pre-existing Logos 
[kai\ proo/ntoj lo/gou].  Recently, the pre-existing Saviour appeared [e1nagxoj o9 
prow\n swth/r]; the one who really exists appeared [e0pefa/nh o9 e0n tw~| o1nti w1n], 
because ‘the Logos was with God’ and as a teacher, the Logos was manifested by 
whom all things have been created.
733
 
 
Elsewhere, using John 1:1-3, Clement asserts that the Logos-Son is God and ‘equal with 
the Ruler of the universe, because “the Logos was in God [o9 lo/goj h]n e0n tw~| 
qew~|].”’734  He argues that ‘nothing is hated by God and certainly nothing [is hated] by 
the Logos—for both are one God, because he [John] says: “In the beginning the Logos 
was in God, and the Logos was God.”’735  In relation to the Godhead, ‘the Logos is God 
in God [lo/gon qeo\n e0n qew~|], who also is said to be ‘in the bosom of the Father,’ 
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de\ paideuth\j u9mw=n ei0mi» paidagwgi/a de\ h9 qeose/beia. 
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 Paid. I.7.55.2, o9 de\ h9me/teroj paidagwgo\j a3gioj qeo\j 0Ihsou=j. 
 
732
 For Jn. 1:1, see Prot. I.6.3, 4, 5; a variant, Prot. I.7.3; Prot. X.110.1, o9 lo/goj h]n tw~| qew~|. 
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 Prot. I.7.3. 
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 Prot. X.98.4; X.110.1-2, o9 qei=oj lo/goj, o9 fanerw/tatoj o1ntwj qeo/j, o9 tw~| despo/th| tw~n 
o3lwn e0ciswqei\j, o3ti h]n ui9o\j au0tou= kai\ «o9 lo/goj h]n e0n tw~| qew~|.»   
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 Paid. I.8.62.3-4, ou0de\n a1ra misei=tai u9po\ tou= qeou=.  a0ll’ ou0de\ u9po\ tou= lo/gou=: e4n ga\r 
a1mfw, o9 qeo/j, o3ti ei]pen  «e0n a0rxh\ o9 lo/goj h]n e0n tw~| qew~|, kai\ qeo\j h]n o9 lo/goj.»  Paid. III.7.39.4, o9 
to\n pantokra/tora qeo\n lo/gon e1xwn: ‘the one who has the Almighty God [i.e.], the Logos.’ 
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continuous, indivisible, one God [ei]nai le/getai, a0dia/statoj, a0me/ristoj ei[j 
qeo/j].’736  Since he exists ‘before the generation of all things,’ he therefore pre-exists 
creation.  Commenting on Clement’s logology, Hägg notes that ‘[i]n the prologue to 
John, the Logos is declared to be eternally pre‐existent in God, to be his self‐revelation, 
and to be himself God.’737  In Clement’s view the pre-existing Logos-Son, who is ‘God 
in God,’ and spoke through the prophets, became anthropos and sarx. 
2. Logos-Son as Theos and Anthropos 
Upon becoming a human being, the Logos-Son embodied the mysteries of the true 
God and of the real human being.  Clement claims: ‘The Logos himself is a manifest 
mystery [lo/goj wu0to/j musth/rion e0mfane/j]: God is within a man and the man is God 
[qeo\j e0n a0nqrw/pw|, kai\ o9 a1nqrwpoj qeo/j].’738  The mystery is that the Logos is fully 
God and truly human: ‘This same Logos has recently appeared, who is both God and 
man, the cause of all good things for us.’739  This well-being is the effect of two causes: 
‘The Lord, as God and as man, profits everything and helps in every way.  On the one 
hand, as God, he forgives our transgressions; on the other hand, as man, he teaches [us] 
not to sin [commit faults].’740  The Logos-Son releases people from sin and then teaches 
                                                 
 
736
 Exc.Thdot. 1.8.1; Str. VII.3.16.5, kai\ lo/goj ai0w/nioj.  For discussion on eternal generation: 
M.F. Wiles, ‘Eternal Generation,’ JTS, 12:2 (January 1961): 284-291.  For the one and two-stage theories 
concerning the generation of the Logos in Clement’s works, see H.A. Wolfson, ‘Clement of Alexandria 
on the Generation of the Logos,’ Church History 20:2 (June 1951): 72-81.  This two-stage theory became 
an issue in Clementine studies primarily because Photius charged Clement with teaching the doctrine of 
the two logoi of the Father, ‘of which the lesser was revealed to men.’  See N.G. Wilson (Transl.), 
Photius: The Bibliotheca, 89a. (London: Duckworth, 1994), 124.  For a defense of Clement’s Logos 
theology against Photius, see Ashwin-Siejkowski, Clement of Alexandria on Trial, 80-93.  For a review 
of the scholarly discussion on the two Logoi theory and Clement’s doctrine of the Logos in general, see 
M.J. Edwards, ‘Clement of Alexandria and His Doctrine of the Logos,’ Brill: Vigiliae Christianae 54:2 
(2000): 159-177; Oleh Kindiy, Christos Didaskalos, 52-149; Henny F. Hägg, Clement of Alexandria and 
the Beginnings of Christian Apophaticism, 185-206. 
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 Hägg, Clement of Alexandria and the Beginnings of Christian Apophaticism, 182. 
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 Paid. III.1.2.1. 
739
 Prot. I.7.1, nu=n dh\ e0pefa/nh a0nqrw/poij au0to\j ou[toj o9 lo/goj, o9 mo/noj a1mfw, qeo/j te kai\ 
a1nqrwpoj, a9pa/ntwn h9mi=n ai1tioj a0gaqw~n. 
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 Paid. I.3.7.1, pa/nta o0ni/nhsin o9 ku/rioj kai\ pa/nta w0felei= kai\ w9j a1nqrwpoj kai\ w9j qeo/j, 
ta\ me\n a9marth/mata w9j qeo\j a0fiei/j, ei0j de\ to\ mh\ e0camarta/nein parapaidagwgw~n w9j 
a1nqrwpoj. 
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them how not to sin.  The discussion turns now to Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation 
and an examination of his useage of John 1:14. 
3. Clement’s Use of John 1:14 
Clement preserves pieces of the story about the virgin birth of Jesus that was 
common currency in some Christian circles in the second century.  He recalls that ‘the 
majority had thought, even until now, that Mary seemed to be pregnant because of the 
birth of her child, though she was not as a woman who had just given birth, for even 
after she gave birth, some say they examined her to have found a virgin.’741  The virgin 
birth of the Logos-Son was difficult for the early Christians to grasp, because as 
Clement claims, ‘the one who created the universe had assumed flesh and was 
conceived in the womb of the virgin [in which] his sensible flesh had been begotten.’742  
He asserts that, although Mary conceived miraculously, she still gave birth to a human 
baby, just as any other woman.  The child conceived in her womb developed sensible 
flesh as any other child, and as a result, ‘the Lord, the Christ, is the fruit of the virgin’ 
(that is, a woman).
743
  Clement would deem it nonsensical to think Mary could have 
given birth to any being other than a human being.  He in fact claims that ‘the Logos 
himself has come from heaven [to be] like us.’744 
Making sense of this theological claim—the Creator of the universe had assumed 
flesh—occupied ecclesiastical thinkers during the second century and for hundreds of 
years that followed.  Early in the second century, Ignatius of Antioch made numerous 
claims about the Incarnation, most read this way: ‘There is only one physician, who is 
both flesh and spirit.  [He is] born and unborn [gennhto\j kai\ a0ge/nnhtoj], God in man 
                                                 
741
 Str. VII.16.93.7, a0ll’, w9j e1oiken, toi=j polloi=j kai\ me/xri nu=n dokei= h9 Maria\m lexw\ ei]nai 
dia\ th\n tou= paidi/ou ge/nnhsin, ou0k ou]sa lexw/ (kai\ ga\r meta\ to\ tekei=n au0th\n maiwqei=sa/n fasi/ 
tinej parqe/non eu9reqh=nai). 
742
 Str. VI.15.127.1. 
743
 Paid. I.6.41.3, o9 de\ ku/rioj o9 Xristo\j o9 th=j parqe/nou karpo/j. 
744
 Prot. XI.112.1, e0pei\ au0to\j h[ken w9j h9ma~j ou0rano/qen o9 lo/goj.  
 155 
 
[e0n a0nqrw/pw| qeo/j], true life in death, both from Mary and from God, first subject to 
suffering and then beyond it, Jesus Christ our Lord.’745  Circa AD 170, Melito of Sardis 
set forth the claim that the Logos-Son was ‘led forth as a lamb, sacrificed as a sheep, 
buried as a man, he rose from the dead as a God, for he was by nature God and man.’746  
A few years later, Irenaeus announced that Christ ‘united man with God and brought 
about a communion of God and man...so the Word was made flesh...and therefore our 
Lord took up the same first formation for an Incarnation.’747  Irenaeus means Christ was 
anthropos like Adam.  In the fourth century and north of the cradle of civilization in the 
city of Edessa, St. Ephrem (AD 306-373), who was called, the ‘Lyre of the Holy Spirit,’ 
penned his Song of Praise, depicting the Incarnation, this way: 
Awake, my harp, your songs 
 in praise of the Virgin Mary! 
Lift up your voice and sing 
 the wonderful history 
Of the Virgin, and the daughter of David, 
 Who gave birth to the Life of the World. 
 
In the Womb of Mary the infant was formed, 
 Who from eternity is equal to the Father. 
He imparted to us his greatness, 
 And took our infirmity. 
He became mortal like us and joined his life to ours, 
 So that we might die no more.
748
 
 
Clement’s doctrine of the incarnate God is notable, but with the exception of one 
significant passage, Stromateis VII.2.6.2-8.6, which we shall observe later, it is 
unsystematic.  Throughout Clement’s writings, we find many succinct passages that 
depict his viewpoint of the Incarnation.  From these texts we can catalogue the verbs he 
uses, such as a0nalamba/nw (to take up, assume), gi/nomai (to become, come into 
existence as), e0nde/w (to bind to), e0ndu/w (to put on, be clothed with), katabai/nw (to 
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 Ign.Eph. 7.2. 
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 Melito, Apol., 8-10. 
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 Dem. 31. 
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 St. Ephrem, ‘The Song of Praise,’ in William A. Jurgens, The Faith of the Early Fathers Volume 
One, (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1970), 312. 
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descend, come down), fanero/w (to appear, manifest), and fe/rw (to bear, carry).  By 
collating these passages, we can reconstruct Clement’s view of the Incarnation.  The 
verb he uses more frequently is gi/nomai, drawn from John 1:14. 
Clement refers to John 1:14—o9 lo/goj sa/rc e0ge/neto—and uses the verb gi/nomai 
no less than thirteen times to draw attention to the Incarnation.  The following four 
paragraphs summarize the thirteen passages in which Clement uses gi/nomai with either 
a1nqrwpoj (six mentions) or sa/rc (seven mentions) to convey his doctrine that the 
Logos-Son became a real human being with actual flesh.  The passages with the other 
verbs, especially Clement’s choice of a0nalamba/nw and e0ndu/w, will be utilized 
throughout this chapter.
749
 
1. The Israelites had an older covenant and ‘the law was teaching them with fear 
and the Logos was a Messenger; but the newer covenant has been given to the 
renewed people, because the Logos became flesh [o9 lo/goj «sa/rc» gege/nhtai].  
As a result, fear has been turned into love and that mystic Messenger, Jesus, was 
born into the world [kai\ mustiko\j e0kei=noj a1ggeloj 0Ihsou=j ti/ktetai].’750  ‘But 
even the disposition of anger, if it is necessary to call his admonition anger, is 
human loving, since God descended into emotion for humanity [ei0j pa/qh 
katabai/nontoj tou= qeou= dia\ to\n a1nqrwpon], for whom even the Logos of God 
became a man [o4n kai\ ge/gonen a1nqrwpoj o9 lo/goj tou= qeou=].’751  In this way, 
‘there is only one who was without desire from the beginning, the philanthropic 
Lord, who even [became] a man for us [o9 kai di’ h9ma~j a1nqrwpoj]; and as many 
that are eager to be assimilated to the stamp given by him, press hard to become 
without desire through rigorous exercise.’752  ‘But most of all, [the heretics] do not 
perceive [God’s] philanthropy, especially seeing that on account of us, he became a 
man [di’ h9ma~j a1nqrwpoj e0ge/neto].’753   
 
2. ‘“And the Logos became flesh [o9 lo/goj sa/rc e0ge/neto]” not only when he 
became a man at his parousia,’ but ‘he also “became flesh [sa/rc e0ge/neto]” when 
he worked through the prophets.’754  At the time of the parousia, ‘the Logos of God 
became a human being [o9 lo/goj o9 tou= qeou= a1nqrwpoj geno/menoj] in order that 
you might learn from a man how a person might become god [a1nqrwpoj ge/nhtai 
qeo/j].’755  ‘The Logos, after advancing forward, was the cause of creation, and 
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 For a catalogue of all the passages in sequence, see Appendix A; not all references in the 
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 Paid. I.7.59.1. 
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 Exc.Thdot. 1.19.1-2. 
755
 Prot. I.8.4. 
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then, he generated himself when the Logos became flesh, in order that he also 
might be seen [e9auto\n genna~|, o3tan o9 lo/goj sa/rc ge/nhtai, i3na kai\ qeaqh=|].’756  
‘After “becoming flesh [sa/rc geno/menoj],” the Logos blossomed and bore fruit [o9 
lo/goj h1nqhse/n te kai\ e0karpofo/rhsen]; and then, he made alive [e0zwopoi/hsen] 
those who tasted of his graciousness.’757  ‘For even the Logos himself clearly 
became flesh [o9 lo/goj au0to\j e0nargw~j sa/rc geno/menoj], pointing out that the 
same virtue is at once practical and contemplative.’758 
 
3. Clement explains that Scripture likens humans to birds and other animals, such 
as sheep and doves.  He illustrates that the children of God are like doves, and 
therefore, Moses allowed doves to be sacrificed in the Old Testament as a sin 
offering, because the ‘harmlessness and innocence of these birds are acceptable to 
God.’759  Clement then states the operative principle: ‘Like is purification for like,’ 
which is an allusion to the Platonic precept that ‘like agrees with like.’760  Further 
on, he draws the conclusion: ‘since the Scripture names the infant children lambs, 
God the Logos, [that is], the one who became a human being for us [to\n qeo\n to\n 
lo/gon to\n di’ h9ma=j a1nqrwpoj geno/menon], while wishing to become like us in 
every way [kata\ pa/nta h9mi=n a0peika/zesqai boulo/menon], was called by name: 
“the Lamb of God.”’761  As the Lamb of God, Christ became the purification for 
the lambs (people), since like is the cleansing offering for like.  Thus, when the 
Logos-Son became a flesh-bearing human being, he was sacrificed as a human 
being for human beings: the sin offering of like for like.  In view of this, ‘the 
prophet prays in these [words]: ‘Remember us, because we are dust’ [Psalm 
103:14]; that is, sympathize with us [sumpa/qhson h9mi=n], because speaking from 
experience, you [God] suffered the weakness of the flesh [o3ti th=n a0sqe/neian th=j 
sarko\j au0topaqw~j e0pei/rasaj].’762 
 
4. Concerning a bodily function, Clement asks ‘how do you think the Lord drank, 
at the time he became a man for us [o9phni/ka di’ h9ma~j a1nqrwpoj e0ge/neto]?’763  
He answers, ‘you know very well that the Lord himself partook of wine, for he also 
was a man [a1nqrwpoj kai\ au0to/j].’764  When it comes to the bread of the 
Eucharist, the flesh [of humanity is united] to the Logos, because ‘the Logos 
became flesh [di’ h4n o9 lo/goj ge/gonen sa/rc],’ not something else.765 
 
There is enough evidence here to demonstrate that Clement believes the eternal Logos-
Son became anthropos and sarx, a real human being, with bodily functions.  Moreover, 
from these paragraphs, an important construction emerges.  Clement utilizes the phrase 
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‘for us’ (di’ h9ma~j) to highlight God’s philanthropic character and to point out his 
sacrificial move to save humankind through the Incarnation. 
E. Incarnation and Stromateis VII.2 
In the first chapter of the Protreptikos, Clement sets up his doctrine of the 
Incarnation as a mission by narrating the myth about the musician Eunomos, the 
Locrian.  At a religious festival in Pythos, Eunomos was playing a song on his lyre in 
honor of the dead dragon, and a string broke.  Nearby and being warmed by the sun, 
grasshoppers were chirping along the hills, singing not to the dead reptile, but to ‘the 
all-wise God.’766  Aware of the Locrian’s disrupted melody, a grasshopper landed upon 
the neck of the lyre, as upon a branch, and supplied the missing notation, thus 
completing the song for Eunomos.
767
  Clement suggests that the grasshopper’s 
additional music was directing the Greeks beyond idolatry and daemon worship toward 
the only truly existent God.  The broken string signaled an interruption in the pagan 
ceremony, as the Logos-Son was about to appear as the New Song of salvation. 
Thomas Halton observes that throughout the Protreptikos, Clement would ‘mount a 
campaign to abolish the games at the four great Hellenistic centers—Isthmian, Nemean, 
Pythian, and Olympian.’768  Clement begins his campaign at Pythos, where Eunomos 
was silenced by the Logos, who is ‘the eternal Nomos [to\n a0i/dion no/mon], who bears 
the name of God: the New Song [to\ a]|sma to\ kaino/n].’769  Subsequently, in chapters 
II-VII, Clement systematically breaks every string of Hellenistic customs, silencing 
even the music of Homer: ‘Stop the song, Homer, it is not beautiful; it teaches 
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adultery.’770  In contrast, the New Song comforts the grieving soul and heals all evils, 
because his music provides the ‘sweet and true medicine for sadness.’771  This divine 
Song ‘loosens the bitter bondage of the tyrannizing demons and, upon leading us by his 
mild and human loving yoke of godliness, he calls again into the heavens those [of us] 
who had been helplessly cast down into the earth.’772  Thus, in the following five 
chapters (VIII-XII), Clement hails the Logos-Son as the Conqueror over the tyrant 
death, and through such a victory, the Saviour reverses the plight of Adam. 
 For example, in Protreptikos XI, Clement portrays his version of the encounter 
between the Logos-Son and the tyrant death—viz., serpent and the malevolent powers—
including the salvific results: 
The Lord willed to loose humanity again from the bonds [tw~n desmw~n lu=sai 
tou=ton o9 ku/rioj au]qij h0qe/lhsen]; and so, being bound to flesh [kai\ sarki\ 
e0ndeqei\j]—this is a divine mystery—he conquered the serpent and enslaved the 
tyrant death [to\n o1fin e0xeirw/sato kai\ to\n tu/rannon e0doulw/sato, to\n 
qa/naton].  And most wonderful of all, that man who had been deceived by 
pleasure, who had been enslaved by corruption [to\n th=| fqora~| dedeme/non], was 
shown to have been loosened by outstretched hands [xersi\n h9plwme/naij e1deice 
lelu/menon].  Oh, mystic wonder, the Lord was brought down [w2 qau/matoj 
mustikou=: ke/klitai me\n o9 ku/rioj], but man was raised up [a0ne/sth de\ a1nqrwpoj] 
and the one who fell from paradise receives a greater prize of obedience, the 
heavens [o9 e0k tou= paradei/sou pesw\n mei=zon u9pakoh=j a]qlon, ou0ranou/j, 
a0polamba/nei].773 
 
In Clement’s account, the appearing of the divine Champion—Christus Victor—was a 
sovereign eruption in the tyrannical rule of the forces of evil, rendering the tyrant over 
humanity powerless.  The two verbs in the sentence, to\n o1fin e0xeirw/sato kai\ to\n 
tu/rannon e0doulw/sato to\n qa/naton, are potent and describe one dramatic event: The 
Logos-Son took in hand (e0xeirw/sato) the serpent and trounced it, and simultaneously, 
he enslaved (e0doulw/sato) the tyrant, that is death.  The Logos-Son with humble 
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obedience on the cross—‘outstretched hands’—overpowered death (the serpent).  
Clement imports the biblical imagery of Paradise into the narrative to show that this 
conquest was an act of obedience and mercy, correcting Adam’s disobedience and fall. 
 Clement highlights the Logos-Son’s move to conquer the malevolent powers 
through the weakness of human flesh.
774
  In one way, this Champion is theos.
775
  
However, in another way, this Champion is anthropos.  Clement accentuates the 
mystery of the Incarnation to indicate that the Logos-Son assumed flesh in order to take 
the stage of the salvific drama: 
The divine Logos, who is the most manifest God, being equal to the Master of the 
universe [o9 qei=oj lo/goj, o9 fanerw/tatoj o1ntwj qeo/j o9 tw~| despo/th| tw~n 
o3lwn e0ciswqei\j]..., while assuming the role of humanity, was formed in flesh [to\ 
a0nqrw/pou proswpei=on a0nalabw\n kai\ sarki\ a0naplasa/menoj] and though 
being undetected, he took to the stage in the salvific drama of humanity [to\ 
swth/rion dra~ma th=j a0nqrwpo/thtoj u9pekri/neto, a0gnohqei/j].  For he was the 
genuine Champion [gnh/sioj ga\r h]n a0gwnisth/j].776 
 
The significance of this narrative, for Clement, is that the Logos-Son became anthropos 
in order to qualify for the contest, as only like could fight for like.
777
  In this light, 
Irenaeus, against the Gnostics and because of this salvific mission, maintains that the 
first part of the exchange—God became anthropos—is necessary because ‘unless man 
had overcome the enemy of man, the enemy would not have been legitimately 
vanquished.  And again: Unless it had been God who had freely given salvation, we 
could never have possessed it securely.’778  Both Clement and Irenaeus settle that the 
Logos became anthropos and sarx to secure the salvation of humankind. 
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1. Allegation of Docetism 
 As shown earlier, Clement uses the term gi/nomai with lo/goj, a1nqrwpoj, and 
sa/rc.  His christological position, as Floyd concludes, ‘involves a genuine 
communicatio idiomatum’; that is, ‘God clothed himself in human flesh.’779  Albeit, one 
of the heresies directed at the Incarnation and ‘frequently condemned in the age of 
Clement was Docetism, which admitted a real epiphany, but only in phantasmal flesh 
and blood.  This heresy is sometimes laid at the door of Clement.’780  Docetism asserts 
that since the body of Christ was not fully human, his sufferings were not actual; he 
only ‘seemed’ to suffer. 
 Early in the second century, Ignatius of Antioch was a fierce opponent of docetic 
teachings.  He defined Docetism this way: ‘They [the Gnostics] abstain from the 
Eucharist and prayer, because they refuse to acknowledge that the Eucharist is the flesh 
of our Saviour Jesus Christ, which suffered for our sins and which the Father by his 
goodness raised up.’781  Against Docetism, Ignatius emphasizes the humanity of ‘Jesus 
Christ, who was of the family of David, who was the son of Mary, who really was born, 
who both ate and drank; who really was persecuted under Pontius Pilate, who really 
was crucified and died.’782  For Ignatius, the Incarnation was essential to salvation, 
because ‘the ancient kingdom [of death] was abolished, when God appeared in human 
form (qeou= a0nqrwpi/nwj faneroune/nou) to bring the newness of eternal life and what 
had been prepared by God began to take effect.’783 
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Docetism was a common doctrine among some Gnostic sects.
784
  In the First 
Apocalypse of James, Jesus refers to his passions and reportedly reassures James, who 
was distressed at the sufferings of Christ: ‘James, do not be concerned for me or for this 
people.  I am he who was within me.  Never have I suffered in any way, nor have been 
distressed.  And this people has done me no harm.’785  In the Second Treatise of the 
Great Seth, the author explains—repeating Basilides doctrine of the crucifixion—that 
Simon (the Cyrene) was a substitute for Christ: ‘They struck me with the reed; it was 
another, Simon, who bore the cross on his shoulder.  It was another upon whom they 
placed the crown of thorns.  But I was rejoicing…and laughing at their ignorance.’786  
Similarly, the Apocalypse of Peter shows the body of Jesus that was crucified was not 
the actual Christ.  The ‘Jesus’ from above, is the ‘living’ Jesus, ‘but this one into whose 
hands and feet they drive the nails is his fleshly part, which is the substitute being put to 
shame.’787   
Not all Gnostic tractates are Docetic, however.  Using similar language as Ignatius 
of Antioch, the author of Melchizedek warns that some 
will say of him that he does not eat even though he eats, (that) he does not drink 
even though he drinks, (that) he is uncircumcised even though he has been 
circumcised, (that) he is unfleshly even though he has come in the flesh (that) he 
did not come suffering ‹though› he came to suffering.788   
 
The christology in Gnosticism is more complicated, because even though some tractates 
depict a physical body of Jesus, the Saviour figure is neither God nor the second divine 
hypostasis.  In Trimorphic Protennoia, the Saviour figure is First-thought, not the Son 
of God incarnated in Jesus.  In the end of the disclosure, Pronoia reveals that ‘I put on 
Jesus.  I bore him from the cursed wood and established him in the dwelling places of 
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his Father.’789  In The Gospel to the Egyptians, the great Seth was clothed with Jesus.790  
Although Gnosticism is complex and diverse, it can be maintained, with some 
exceptions, that Docetism was a common tenet.
791
 
As seen in chapter two, Clement advances what he calls a ‘gnostic tradition,’ but 
was he docetic, and did he advance a form of Docetism?  Photius, the great Patriarch of 
Constantinople, was the first to accuse Clement of Docetism, but from the 
Hypotyposeis: ‘According to his wild dreams…even the Word was not incarnate, but 
appeared to be so.’792  More recently, others have extended this charge, but from three 
passages: a reference in Cassiodorus’s Adumbrationes, Stromateis III.7.59.3, and 
Stromateis VI.9.71.1-2.
793
  The first passage comes to us, not in Clement’s Greek, but in 
Cassiodorus’s Latin.  Scholars generally agree that Cassiodorus (ca. AD 490-583), a 
Roman statesman and polymath (not a theologian), preserves some fragments of 
Clement’s now lost work Hypotyposeis in his composition: Adumbrationes Clementi 
Alexandrini in Epistolas Canonicas.
794
  The Adumbrationes contain pieces of Clement’s 
concise comments on the General Epistles.  While translating Clement’s notes on 1John 
1:1-2, concerning the appearing and ‘tangibility’ of the Logos, Cassiodorus includes 
this comment:  
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Fertur ergo in traditionibus quoniam Iohannes ipsum corpus quod erat extrinsecus 
tangens, manum suam in profunda misisse et ei duritiam carnis nullo modo 
reluctatam esse, sed locum manui praebuisse discipuli.
795
 
 
‘Therefore, it is reported in the tradition that John, touching the outward body 
itself, sent his hand deep into [the body] and the solidity of the flesh did not resist, 
but gave way to the disciple’s hand.’ 
 
Three problems arise when attributing this passage to Clement.  Firstly, the clause, 
‘Therefore, it is reported in the tradition,’ and what follows, appears a reference to the 
apocryphal Acts of John.  In the Acts of John, this sentence comes after John’s 
description of the transfiguration of Christ, and of another reference of Christ ‘glowing’ 
with bright light while in prayer.
796
  Was John recalling touching Christ after the 
transfiguration, thus his body was changed at that time?  The passage in question is not 
clear.  Secondly, by the use of ergo, it is uncertain whether the author is suggesting that 
Clement used the reference as support for his exegesis, which is possible; or was 
Clement noting how it was imaginable for the ‘tradition’ to make such a claim—that 
John ‘handled the Logos of life’—but Clement himself was not certifying it, just 
reporting?  Thirdly, the translator of the Acts of John, Knut Schäferdiek, argues that 
although the two passages are similar in content, ‘the differences in formulation are so 
great that we cannot understand Clement’s remark as a reference to the Acts of John.’797  
Thus, the fact that Cassiodorus stands between us and Clement, and we neither know 
the Greek nor the intention behind ergo, nor the authorship of the statement (did 
Clement actually write it?), makes it difficult to assign conclusively this passage to 
Clement’s theology. 
The second passage is not Clement’s words, but a quotation from a letter 
Valentinus wrote to Agathopus.  It reads:  
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Jesus showed his self-control in all that he endured.  He lived in the practice of 
godhead.  He ate and drank in a way individual to himself without excreting his 
food.  Such was his power of self-control that the food was not corrupted within 
him, since he was not subject to corruption.
798
 
 
The operative concept Clement pulls from this text is not Valentinus’s description of 
the body of Jesus, but rather the Lord’s example of self-control: ‘So we embrace the 
self-control [e0gkratei/an] out of the love we bear for the Lord.’799  It is, however, 
surprising that Clement is uncritical of Valentinus’s description, which is why some 
scholars could think Clement agrees with him.
800
  Nevertheless, since these are the 
words of Valentinus, not explicitly of Clement, we cannot justly accuse him of 
Docetism, because we would need to know more clearly Clement’s use of the ideas.   
 The final passage is more problematic and is referred to frequently in the scholarly 
debate to sustain the docetic charge.  It reads: 
But in the case of the Saviour, it is absurd to think that the body, as a body, 
required the necessary aids to be sustained.  He ate, not for the sake of the body, 
which was kept together by a holy energy [duna/mei sunexo/menon a9gi/a|], but in 
order that it might not enter the minds of those who were with Him to entertain a 
different opinion about him; in like manner as certainly some afterwards supposed 
that he appeared to be a phantom [w3sper a0me/lei u3steron dokh/sei tine\j au0to\n 
pefanerw~sqai u9pe/labon].  But He was impassible (a0paqh/j), inaccessible to 
any movement of feeling—either pleasure or pain [ou1te h9donh\ ou1te lu/ph].801 
 
Looking at this text in isolation, one could presume it indicates a docetic christology.  
For example, Thomas Weinandy remarks: ‘Heavily influenced by Stoic philosophy, 
Clement did not allow even the most ordinary of human tribulations to touch Jesus.’802  
Also commenting on the passage, Bart Ehrman reacts this way: ‘Jesus ate simply to 
keep people from entertaining docetic notions about him, even though in fact he did not 
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need to eat and could not feel pleasure or pain.  It is hard to imagine how that is the 
same thing as having a real body of flesh and blood.’803   
There are, however, two contextual points that challenge these readings.  Firstly, in 
the section preceding this text, Clement refers to the sufferings of Christ: ‘He who 
suffered on account of his love for us [o9 di’ a0ga/ph\n th\n pro\j h9ma=j paqw/n], would 
withhold nothing unto the teaching of knowledge’ (Stromateis VI.9.70.2).  The alleged 
docetic passage comes on the heels of a mention about Christ suffering.  Secondly, in 
the section following the above quote, Clement refers to Jesus after his resurrection, 
denoting that the apostles, through the teachings of the Lord, mastered ‘anger, fear, and 
lust.’804  The apostles continued ‘in a state of training after the resurrection of the Lord’ 
(Stromateis VI.9.71.3).  Hence, regarding the passage in question, was Clement noting 
that Christ ate after his resurrection—a time in which his body was ‘kept together by a 
holy energy’—to show he was not a phantom?  This view makes sense because the 
disciples and others may have thought Christ to have been a phantom after he was 
raised from the dead, not before.  Scholars who advance the docetic charge have not yet 
provided analysis of the larger context (Stromateis VI.9.70.2-VI.9.71.3).  However, as 
Ashwin-Siejkowski notices, Clement emphasizes that Christ ate food in order to prevent 
a docetic notion.  He concludes: ‘As we can see, Clement opposed this opinion.’805 
 Moreover, it is important not to overlook the fact that Clement explicitly rejects 
Docetism.  After reading Julius Cassian’s book, Concerning Self-control, Clement 
reports that ‘Cassian is the founder of Docetism [o9  th=j dokh/sewj e0ca/rxwn 0Iou/lioj 
Kassiano/j].’806  Cassian, like Tatian, was an encratite favoring strict self-control; he 
argues against marriage, sexual pleasure, and therefore childbirth, calling these 
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practices evil.  Responding to his teachings, Clement reasons that, since Cassian calls 
birth evil, he has spoken against Mary and the physical birth of Jesus.  It is at this point 
that Clement levels the docetic charge against Cassian: 
If birth is an evil, then the blasphemers must place the Lord who went through birth 
and the virgin who gave him birth in the category of evil: Abominable people!  In 
attacking childbirth, they are maligning the will of God and the mystery of creation 
[procreation].  This is the basis of Cassian’s Docetism [dia\ tau=ta h9 do/khsij 
Kassianw|~].807 
 
According to Clement, the Logos-Son experienced a normal, physical birth from the 
womb of Mary, a human being.  Clement even maintains with Paul that ‘God sent his 
Son who was born [made] from a woman [geno/menon e0k gunaiko/j].’808  It is hard to 
imagine that Mary could have given birth to a phantasmal being.  Given that Clement 
was aware of docetic views of Christ, and refuted them, it is unwarranted to lay this 
charge at his door.  Going beyond the three texts in question, it is requisite to draw out 
Clement’s definitive evidence for the Incarnation. 
 2. Logos-Son Assumes Sarx 
 There is additional evidence to demonstrate that Clement believed in the physical, 
passionate, and sensible flesh of the Logos-Son.  In Stromateis VII.2.6.5-8.6, Clement 
composed a four-part outline to describe Christ’s flesh, using four terms in sequence: 
paqhto/j, e0mpaqh/j, eu0pa/qeia, and ai0sqhto/j.  He chose the verb a0nalamba/nw (to 
assume, take up) for the adjectives paqhto/j, e0mpaqh/j, and ai0sqhto/j, but uses e0ndu/w 
(put on, to clothe) for the noun eu0pa/qeia.  Prior to this discussion on the Incarnation, 
Clement notes that the divine Teacher ‘instructs the Gnostic by mysteries 
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[musthri/oij].’809  Clement’s portrayal of the Logos-Son assuming real human flesh is 
one of these mysteries. 
The first reference (VII.2.6.5-6) contains Clement’s only use of the term paqhto/j 
to describe the flesh of Jesus.  This hapax legomenon suggests—against Docetism—
that the passible state of Christ is a central mystery in Clement’s teachings on the 
Incarnation.  He claims that the Lord ‘assumed the suffering flesh for us [o9 di’ h9ma~j 
th\n paqhth\n a0nalabw\n sa/rka].’810  His hardships ‘from birth to the cross,’ implies 
that Jesus suffered just by becoming a human being.
811
  He willingly took up flesh that 
was susceptible to wounds, pain, sufferings, and even death, because of his love for 
humankind.
812
  Since he was faithful to his mission, he did not allow suffering, 
adversity, and pain in his flesh to detour or terminate his purpose, because he serves 
‘the will of the good and almighty Father.’813 
Clement introduces the second passage (VII.2.7.2-5), emphasizing the impassibility 
of the pre-existing Logos-Son: ‘But envy did not touch the Lord, who without 
beginning was impassible.’814  Such corruptible emotions were not part of his pre-
incarnate state.  Nevertheless, in another passage, Clement explains that ‘God 
descended into a state of emotion [ei0j pa/qh katabai/nontoj tou= qeou=], because of 
[his love for] humanity, for whom the Logos of God became a human being.’815  This 
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viewpoint was common currency for Clement, as elsewhere he states ‘there is only one, 
who from the beginning, was without desire, that is, the human loving Lord, who even 
became a human being for us.’816  In eternity, he was impassionate, and then he 
became, as Ignatius of Antioch states, ‘subject to suffering and then beyond it.’817  This 
means that through the process of the Incarnation, the Logos-Son experienced and 
completed the cycle: Prior to the Incarnation he was impassionate; through the 
Incarnation he became passionate; and as a human being, he attained again the 
impassionate state, which he retains in eternity.
818
 
In this second passage, Clement uses the adjective e0mpaqh/j to describe sa/rc: 
emotional, passionate flesh.
819
  The Logos-Son was susceptible to good and bad states 
of emotion, but he was cognizant of the divine will guiding him.  He assumed 
passionate flesh and stayed his course ‘because of his love for us.’820  ‘He never 
forsakes the attention of people by being drawn aside by any pleasure, who while 
assuming flesh, which is passionate by nature [o3j ge kai\ th\n sa/rka th\n e0mpaqh= 
fu/sei genome/nhn a0nalabw\n], trained it to the disciplined habit of apatheia [ei0j e3cin 
a0paqei/aj e0pai/deusen].’821  The implication here is that the Logos-Son could have 
fallen to pleasure, but rather than succumbing (as Adam did), he surrendered to the 
wisdom and power of God.  He was obedient to divine commands and exercised his 
passionate flesh to a dispassionate state.  This training explicitly denotes that he was 
born with passible flesh that required discipline. 
 In the third section (VII.2.8.1-3), Clement chose the terms e0ndu/w and eu0pa/qeia, 
meaning that the Logos-Son put on the kind of flesh that could enjoy good things, such 
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as food, wine, and comfort, and therefore, he could experience pleasure.  Since good 
feelings are a part of human existence and the Logos-Son became a legitimate flesh and 
blood person, Clement continues to argue: 
The Saviour at no time is a man-hater; he, through the surpassing love for human 
flesh [dia\ th\n u9perba/llousan filanqrwpi/an sarko\j a0nqrwpi/nhj], did not 
despise the enjoyment of good feelings [eu0pa/qeian ou0x u9peridw/n], but upon 
being clothed with it [all’ e0ndusa/menoj], he came for the common salvation of 
humanity.
822
 
 
The Saviour did not loathe the enjoyment of good feelings that human flesh is capable 
of experiencing, because he loves every aspect of his own creation.  Thus, rather than 
denying positive sensations, he became the master of good feelings.  As seen earlier, 
Clement asks, ‘how do you think the Lord drank, at the time he became a man for us 
[o9phni/ka di’ h9ma~j a1nqrwpoj e0ge/neto].’823  He answers, ‘you know very well that 
the Lord himself partook of wine, for even he was a man [ga\r a1nqrwpoj kai\ 
au0to/j].’824  For Clement, the primary implication here is that the Logos-Son was 
clothed with the flesh of enjoyment, but he was not tricked by the serpent of pleasure.  
The trickster could not push him into excess and trap him into disobedience, and 
thereby derail his mission. 
 In the fourth passage (VII.2.8.5-6), Clement attributes the adjective ai0sqhto/j to 
sa/rc: sensible, perceptible flesh.825  ‘Upon assuming sensible flesh [ai0sqhth\n de\ 
a0nalabw\n sa/rka], he came demonstrating to people what is possible by obedience to 
the commandments.’826  By the Incarnation, the Logos-Son ‘became flesh-bearing with 
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five of the [physical] senses.’827  Through the sensible flesh, he experienced the 
physical world and shared life experiences with other human beings, such as eating and 
drinking.  Important for Clement is the obedience of the Logos-Son, because in view of 
his passionate flesh, disobedience and corruption, and thus failure, were possible. 
At this point, we can see that Clement explicitly taught that the Logos-Son assumed 
flesh that was susceptible to: 
1. paqhto/j: pain, suffering, and death 
2. e0mpaqh/j: emotions good or evil 
3. eu0pa/qeia: enjoyment of good things, pleasure 
4. ai0sqhto/j: physical, sensible perceptions 
 
Clement’s God loves the whole person, including the weakness of flesh, and ‘that is 
why he willingly suffered for humanity, that after being measured to our weakness 
[flesh], which he loves, he might measure back to us his own power.’828  Kallistos Ware 
notices that because of God’s love for humankind, ‘Clement stresses the importance of 
the Incarnation.  The unknown God has made himself known to us in Jesus Christ.’829  
In another light, Floyd concludes—against the Platonists and Gnostics—that ‘God 
became a man was positive proof of the essential worth of matter, mankind and the 
world.’830   
F. Clement and the Stauros 
Because of God’s philanthropia, the Logos-Son entered the world to conquer 
malevolent powers by taking on human flesh and subjected it to death on the cross.  
How did the Logos-Son overcome the powers of death?  Clement portrays the conquest 
in two ways.  Firstly, the Logos-Son overcame death through obedience to the 
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commandments of God.  During his time on earth, the Logos-Son wrestled internally 
with evil powers, being tempted by the passions working through the sarx; however, he 
dominated them by bearing his sensible flesh upon the ‘unseen cross’ of obedience, 
through which he attained apatheia.
831
  Accordingly, the Logos-Son subjected to 
obedience that which was susceptible to disobedience and death. 
 During his temptation in the wilderness, Jesus resisted wild beasts and their ruler 
the same way people struggle with these powers.  In his notes, Clement recorded: 
Even the Lord, after his baptism, was shaken and tossed about [saleu/etai] as any 
human being; and he was first [struggling] with the wild beasts in the desert [meta\ 
qhri/wn e0n tw~| e0rh/mw|].  Then, after prevailing over them and their ruler 
[krath/saj tou/twn kai\ tou= a1rxontoj au0tw~n] as if already the true king [w9j 
a2n h1dh basileu\j a0lhqh/j], angels attended to him.832 
 
The Logos-Son was shaken, but he overcame the beastly energies and their ruler.  The 
Gospel authors show this ruler to be the devil, which as already shown, is a name for 
the power of death.
833
  Justin comments similarly about this event, noting that 
when he became a man, as I said before, the devil came to him; that is, that power 
which is called the Serpent and Satan [prosh=lqen au0tw~| o9 dia/boloj, tou=t’ 
e1stin h9 du/namij e0kei/nh h9 kai\ o1fij keklhme/nh kai\ satana~j], tempting him and 
contending against him for the prize, to cast him down by demanding that he 
worship him.
834
 
 
However, as a skilled dialectician in the Scriptures, Jesus outwitted the ‘sophistry’ of 
the devil.
835
  For this reason, Clement uses dialectics to sharpen the mind against 
deception.  He argues that, though the devil hurled deceit against Jesus, seeking to 
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sabotage his mission and damage him, Jesus conquered his adversary because he 
himself did not succumb to the deception of fleshly pleasures.
836
  Having overcome the 
malevolent powers in his mission on earth, Jesus led the salvific drama to the mystery 
of the cross, the decisive conquest over the powers of death. 
 The second way the Logos-Son defeated the power of death was through his own 
death on the cross.  Taking into account that Clement believes the Logos-Son to be 
equal to the transcendent God, his teaching that divine Logos assumed flesh and then 
was crucified, seemed outrageous to Jews and Greeks.  Addressing this issue, Clement 
remarks: ‘Those who are wise in their own conceit consider it fabulous [a fable] that the 
Son of God spoke through a man, that God has a Son, and especially, that he 
suffered.’837  Clement observes from Paul’s point of view that the death of Jesus 
continued to generate scandal in his own generation: 
Even now, the entire administration that was prophesied about the Lord truly 
appears a parable to those who do not know the truth.  Whenever one says and 
others hear that the Son of God—the one who created the universe [tou= ta\ pa/nta 
pepoihko/toj]—had assumed flesh and was conceived in the womb of the virgin, 
just as his sensible flesh was begotten [sa/rka a0neilhfo/ta kai\ e0n mh/tra 
parqe/nou kuoforhqe/nta, kaqo\ gege/nnhtai to\ ai0sqhto\n au0tou= sarki/on].  
Subsequently, just as it happened, he suffered and then was raised again [tou=to 
peponqo/ta kai\ a0nestame/non], it is ‘to the Jews a stumbling block and to the 
Greeks foolishness,’ as the Apostle states.838 
 
In this text, Clement broaches Paul’s theme of the crucifixion of Christ, which Clement 
sums up in general terms: ‘he suffered’ = crucifixion.  What follows the reference to 
‘suffering’—in Clement’s passage—is the resurrection: ‘He suffered and then was 
raised again.’  The idea of ‘suffering’ here is the crucifixion, which was prophesied.  
KP claims the apostles found the mystery of the cross (stauro/j) hidden in the Jewish 
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 Prot. XI.111.1-3; Str. VII.2.7.4-5. 
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scrolls of the prophets, which was determined by God a salvific event.
839
  A fragment, 
attributed to Clement, states that ‘our Master Jesus Christ appeared on earth and saved 
humankind through his cross and resurrection.’840 
Drawing again from Paul’s letter to the Corinthians, which depicts the cross as the 
‘power and wisdom of God’ (1Corinthians 1:18-24), Clement maintains: 
We speak wisdom among the perfected, a wisdom not of this age nor of the 
archons of this age, who are being abolished.  But we speak the wisdom of God in 
a mystery, the hidden [wisdom], which God determined beforehand for our glory, 
which none of the archons of this age knew, because if they had known, they 
would not have crucified the Lord of glory [ei0 ga\r e1gnsan, ou=k a2n to\n ku/rion 
th=j do/chj e0stau/rwsan].841 
 
The hiddenness of this wisdom indicates that, in Clement’s view, the death of Jesus on 
the cross is a great mystery of the wisdom of God.  Accordingly, speaking on behalf of 
the Saviour, Clement expounds on this mystery:  
I am the one who rears you, giving myself [to you] as bread [e0gw\ sou trofeu\j 
a1rton e0mauto\n didou/j], of which, no one after tasting it receives any longer [the] 
piercing of death [ou[ geusa/menoj ou0dei\j e1ti pei=ran qana/tou lamba/nei]; and I 
give [you] the drink of immortality daily [po/ma kaq’ h9me/ran e0ndidou\j 
a0qanasi/aj].  I am the teacher of super-celestial lessons [e0gw\ dida/skaloj 
u9perourani/wn paideuma/twn]; for you I contended with death [u9pe\r sou= pro\j 
to\n qa/naton dihgwnisa/mhn] and I paid in full your death [to\n so\n e0ce/tisa 
qa/naton], which you owed for earlier sins and unbelief toward God [o4n w1feilej 
e0pi\ toi=j prohmarthme/noij kai\ th=| pro\j qeo\n a0pisti/a].842 
 
The Logos-Son’s obedience in life and especially his obedience in death upon the cross, 
by which he conquered death, are ‘super-celestial lessons.’  As a way to point believers 
to this knowledge of God, Clement designates the cross as the ‘sign’ (to\ shmei=on).843 
 For Clement, the cross indicates at least four ‘super-celestial lessons’ concerning 
salvation.  Firstly, the cross signifies protection from former sins: ‘We have the 
boundary [o3roj], that is, the cross of the Lord [to\n stauro\n tou= kuri/ou] by which we 
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 Str. VI.15.128.1.   
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 Frag. 72.3, e0pi\ th=j gh=j e0fa/nh o9 despo/thj h9mw~n  0Ihsou=j Xristo\j kai\ e1swsen to\n 
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 Str. V.4.25.2; 1Cor. 2:6-8.  Clement’s Greek text is a mirror of the Pauline text. 
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 Q.d.s. 23.4. 
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 Str. II.20.108.4, tou=to ga\r o9 stauro\j shmei/nei; Exc.Thdot. 2.42.1, o9 stauro\j shmei=o/n e0stin. 
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have been enclosed and fenced in from our former sins.’844  As a horos, the cross is a 
palisade that protects believers from the ‘piercings’ of previous faults.  Hippolytus 
mentions the Valentinian doctrine of the cross, identifying the o3roj as a stauro/j 
because of its stability and immobility in the cosmos.
845
  The horizontal bar of the cross 
separates the sensible region from the intellectual region, or the cosmos from the 
Pleroma.  In this thinking, the cross is like a ‘T’ not a typical cross with the vertical part 
appearing above the horizontal bar.  While Theodotus says that ‘the cross’—viz. the 
horizontal crossbar—‘separates the cosmos from the Pleroma [o9 stauro\j…xwri/zei 
…to\n ko/smon tou= plhrw/matoj],’ in a similar way, Clement maintains that the cross 
as the horos existentially and ethically ‘separates unbelievers from believers 
[xwri/zei…tou\j a0pi/stouj tw~n pistw~n].’846  The cross is a separator that protects. 
Secondly, the teachings of Christ and the apostles about ‘taking up’ or ‘bearing’ the 
cross signifies that one is doing the will of God.
847
  Clement adopted the term, to\ 
cu/lon from the Scriptures, which in the writings of the apostles refers to the ‘wooden’ 
cross of Christ.
848
  By way of analogy, Clement depicts Isaac and Jesus bearing wood 
for their respective sacrifices: ‘Isaac carried the wood [ta\ cu/la] for the sacrifice, as the 
Lord carried the cross [to\ cu/lon].’849  These related events point to the spiritual 
discipline of cross-bearing that became the sign of ‘doing the will of the Father.’850  
Isaac carried ta\ cu/la, because he submitted to his father, Abraham; Jesus carried to\ 
cu/lon, because he submitted to the will of his Father, God.  Ultimately, the will of God 
                                                 
 
844
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 Str. II.4.19.1; Matt. 7:21. 
 176 
 
is that humanity overcomes corruption through the cross.  Thus, Isaac ‘was laughing 
mystically, because he was prophesying that the Lord would fill with joy those who 
have been redeemed from corruption by the blood of the Lord.’851 
 Thirdly, in view of the efficacy of the blood of Christ, Clement sees the cross as the 
‘soul cleansing’ principle that ‘crucifies’ the passions.  Renouncing inordinate passions 
and separating sin from the soul demonstrates that one is carrying the cross, because 
‘the cross signifies’ apatheia.852  Following Jesus in cross-bearing depicts obedience to 
the precepts of God: 
Those who accomplish the commandments of the Saviour, bear witness by each 
deed, they are doing what he wills.  In accordance with this, those who have 
crucified the flesh with the lusts and the passions [oi9 th\n sa/rka su\n tai=j 
e0piqumi/aij kai\ toi=j paqh/masi staurw/santej], while naming the Lord even 
through action are testifying to whom it is they are obeying.  He [Paul] said, ‘if we 
live by the Spirit, let us walk in line with the Spirit.’853 
 
In Clement’s thinking, obedience to God’s commands is the energetic principle that 
crucifies deceitful lusts.  Such endurance ‘reaps the fruit of apatheia,’ because 
obedience is sharing in the life of God, which reconstitutes the human condition.
854
  In 
other words, obedience is  
a straightening out of all the distortions and the corruptions that we have brought 
upon our humanity by misusing—abusing—our human capacities, and by living 
out our lives in accordance with the values and principles that fall a long way short 
of the values and principles inherent in creation as God intended it.
855
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 Andrew Louth, ‘The Place of Theosis in Orthodox Theology,’ in Partakers of the Divine Nature: 
The History and Development of Deification in the Christian Traditions, eds. M.J. Christensen and J.A. 
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The ability to pursue obedience and reshape human nature according to a cruciform 
spirituality is ‘impossible without the grace of God.’856  In the words of Clement: ‘For a 
man by himself working and toiling at freedom from passion achieves nothing.  But if 
he plainly shows himself very desirous and earnest about this, he attains it by the 
addition of the power [grace] of God.  For God conspires with willing souls.’857 
 Along these lines, Clement sees that, by the grace of God and obedience to the 
Gospel, the apostle Paul became an example of someone who attained a state of 
holiness (apatheia) through cross-bearing:  
‘The world’ it is said, ‘had been crucified to him [Paul] and he to the world.’  This 
one, while bearing about the cross of the Saviour [ou[toj to\n stauro\n tou= 
swth=roj perife/rwn] and following in his tracks, as being of God, ‘became a 
holy of holies’ [a3gioj a9gi/wn geno/menoj].858   
 
Clement follows Paul’s teachings, maintaining that, while we live in the flesh, there is a 
death to its passions, so that we might live as ‘citizens of heaven.’859  Accordingly, 
Socrates was correct when he claimed that true philosophy is the ‘practice of death 
[mele/th qana/tou].’860  While Clement is sympathetic to Socrates, he nevertheless 
follows Paul’s vision of the Gospel of Christ by renouncing the inordinate desires of the 
flesh, which is the sign that one is ‘bearing the cross.’861   
Fourthly, in a context wherein Clement discusses the crown of thorns and the final 
passion of Christ, he depicts the crucifixion as the decisive victory over the devil, and 
re-exclaims the notable Pauline vocative addressed to death: 
For he by his own suffering, having rescued us from offences and sins, and such 
like thorns and having destroyed the devil [to\n dia/bolon katargh/saj], and 
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quite suitably, while glorying over this [triumph], he said: ‘Where death is the 
[your] sting’ [pou= sou, qa/nate, to\ ke/ntron]?862 
 
Clement combines two biblical passages, Hebrews 2:14 and 1Corinthians 15:55.  The 
former verse tells us that through death, the Logos-Son ‘destroyed the one possessing 
the power of death, that is, the devil.’863  Jesus was put to death ‘in order that death by 
death might be destroyed [i3na qa/natoj qana/tw| luqh=|].’864  The latter verse shows 
Christ’s crushing victory over death through the resurrection.865  By joining these two 
texts, Clement asserts that the Logos-Son destroyed death and the devil in the same 
event, because for Clement, death and the devil are one thing.
866
 
 Through his sufferings and the conquest of death, the Logos-Son rescues believers 
from ‘offences and sins, and such like thorns,’ because he ‘bore with his head, even the 
authoritative part of his body, all of our painful offences, by which we were being 
stung.’867  If we ask, what are the thorns?  Clement tells us that ‘lust and other faults are 
called briars and thorns.’868  The Saviour-Champion eradicated the sting of death—the 
biting pain of mistakes—by taking upon himself the piercings (the sting) of the crown 
of thorns.
869
   
Along these lines, Clement believes the cross to be the meeting place where 
corruption is crucified and humanity is brought by grace into the experience of the 
divine life.  Through the sufferings of the incorrupt one, those who were corrupt now 
share his incorruption, as Irenaeus announces it:  
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For by no other means could we have attained to incorruptibility and immortality, 
unless we had been united to incorruptibility and immortality.  But how could we 
be joined to incorruptibility and immortality, unless, first, incorruptibility and 
immortality had become that which we also are, so that the corruptible might be 
swallowed up by incorruptibility and the mortal by immortality, that we might 
receive the adoption of sons?
870
 
 
In this light, Clement sees the crucifixion as an event by which the Logos-Son  
transferred sunset into sunrise and crucified death unto life [kai\ to\n qa/naton ei0j 
zw\n a0nastaurw/sei]; after snatching a human being from destruction, he 
suspends that person above the sky, transplanting corruption into incorruption and 
transferring earth into heaven.
871
 
 
When, therefore, Clement wrote the Protreptikos, he exhorted the Greeks—who were 
perishing in what he thought were diabolical pleasures—to choose the cross, because it 
is the means of transformation and incorruption.  Clement urges them to choose: 
If you only wish, you have overcome destruction, having been bound to the cross 
[tw~| cu/lw|] you shall be loosened from all corruption.  The Logos of God [o9 lo/goj 
o9 tou= qeou] shall pilot you and the Holy Spirit [to\ pneu=ma to\ a3gion] shall bring 
you to anchor in the harbors of the heavens.  Then you shall observe my God and 
be perfected in these sacred mysteries and you shall enjoy the hidden things, those 
things that have been kept for me.
872
 
 
Miguel Herrero points out Clement’s choice for tw~| cu/lw| (‘to the wood’) in this 
passage ‘is used in the double sense of the post of the ship to which Odysseus was tied 
and the Cross which brings salvation.’873  Odysseus was tied to the mast to elude the 
temptations of the singing Sirens, which lured sailors towards unseen rocks, causing 
shipwreck.
874
  Clement plays on the terms ‘bound’ and ‘loosened’ and intimates that 
being bound to the cross—as Odysseus was tied to the post—means one is loosened 
from temptations, leading to destruction (shipwreck).  Clement directs the Greeks to the 
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cross because (1) it terminates corruption and (2) beyond the cross are the ‘harbors of 
the heavens.’  This account is an allusion to the exchange doctrine: Once corruption is 
in remission, it is possible for one to ascend to the heavens.   
 In view of the Logos-Son’s conquest of the evil powers through his life and death, 
it is important to look closer at Clement’s emphasis on the obedience of Christ and his 
sufferings.  Firstly, Clement places import on obedience, arguing that if there is a 
generative cause in disobedience, there must be a productive cause in obedience.  He 
cites David’s point that as a result of ‘anthropos having sinned against the Logos [o9 
a1nqrwpoj para\ to\n lo/gon e0camartw/n], anthropos became like animals, being 
rightly regarded as irrational [ei0ko/twj a1logoj nomisqei/j].’875  Clement then deduces 
the following logic: 
If disobedience to the Logos is the generative cause of sin [h9 pro\j to\n lo/gon 
a0pei/qeia a9marti/aj e0sti gennhtikh/], how is it not from necessity [that] 
obedience to the Logos [h9 tou= lo/gou u9pakoh/], which we say is faith [h4j dh\ 
pi/stin fame/n], shall be that which is called the productive cause of what is proper 
[tou= kaloume/nou kaqh/kontoj e1stai peripoihtikh/]?876 
 
If disobedience can cause a fall and the disorientation of human existence, then 
obedience can cause a rise and a restoration of human reality.  Disobedience 
disconnects human reason (logikos) from the Logos, and renders humankind irrational, 
ignorant, and weak.  Conversely, obedience reconnects human reason to the Logos, 
rendering believers rational and wise.  In this light, Clement lays salvific importance on 
the Logos-Son’s obedience in life because he resisted every temptation, bested the 
trickster, and attained apatheia; he made these victories, including his obedience, 
accessible to others by sharing his life with them. 
 Secondly, Clement’s doctrine of the sufferings of Christ requires closer inspection 
of more evidence crucial to his soteriology, specifically the Eucharist.  Clement states 
                                                 
 
875
 Paid. I.13.101.3; Ps. 49:12, 20. 
 
876
 Paid. I.13.101.1. 
 181 
 
plainly that the Logos-Son ‘poured out his blood on behalf of us [u9pe\r h9mw~n].’877  He 
recalls that before the death of Jesus, he ‘blessed the wine [and said]: “Take, drink; this 
is my blood,” the blood of the vine.’  This vine is ‘the Logos, the one being poured out 
for the forgiveness of sins for many.’878  Regarding the bread of the Eucharist, the 
Logos-Son ‘descended from heaven [o9 e0k tou= ou0ranou= katabai/nwn],’ and became 
flesh, ‘giving his life’ for humankind.879  The blood that flowed from Christ’s flesh 
became a vivifying power that eradicates existential corruption from the human 
constitution.  Through the blood of Christ, believers ‘have been redeemed from 
corruption’ and ‘partake of the Lord’s immortality.’880  By his sufferings, therefore, the 
‘Logos himself, the one who is beloved and who nourishes us, has poured out his blood 
for us,’ and through his blood, ‘he saves humanity.’881   
 Clement calls forgiveness through the blood of Christ ‘the holy stream of 
gladness.’882  It is a sacred stream of joy because ‘in every way and in all things, we are 
brought into union with Christ, and into relationship [with him] through his blood, by 
which we are redeemed [dia\ to\ ai[ma au0tou=, w[| lutrou/meqa], and into sympathy 
[with him] through the nourishment that comes from the Logos [ei0j sumpa/qeian dia\ 
th\n a0natrofh\n th\n e0k tou= lo/gou], and into immortality through his guidance [ei0j 
a0fqarsi/an dia\ th\n a0gwgh\n th\n au0tou=.].’883  The sufferings of his body and the 
bleeding of his flesh became for Clement what Ignatius of Antioch believed: The 
Eucharist is ‘the medicine of immortality, the antidote we take in order not to die but to 
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live forever in Jesus Christ.’884  Because of this, the Alexandrian teacher styles the 
Eucharist as ‘a glorious and beautiful grace.’885 
 Importantly, Clement’s adherence to the doctrine of the Incarnation is seen where 
he disapproves of Gnostic sects that administered the Eucharist not with wine, but water 
only.  By rejecting the wine, the Gnostics disavowed the sufferings and death of Christ.  
Clement corrects them ‘according to the canon of the Church [kata\ to\n kano/na th=j 
e0kklhsi/aj].’886  This canon upholds the administration of the Eucharist, mixing water 
with wine, thus receiving the antidote for death.  In this way, Clement preserves Peter’s 
doctrine of salvation, echoing the apostle’s teaching: ‘We were redeemed, not with 
corruptible things [such as] silver and gold, but with the precious blood of Christ.’887  
Moreover, Clement aligns himself with the kerygmatic message of Paul, declaring that 
‘“We preach Jesus Christ who was crucified [h9mei=j de\ khru/ssomen  0Ihsou=n Xristo\n 
e0staurwme/non].”’888 
G. Conclusion 
 Chapter Three focuses on the first aspect of the exchange doctrine: The Logos-Son 
became anthropos and sarx with the aim to enter the contest for salvation, defeat the 
powers of evil, and loosen human beings from existential corruption.  It identifies 
Clement’s understanding of the malevolent powers: viz., the tyrant death, which is also 
named the serpent, satan, and the devil.  These evil authorities are energies behind the 
human struggle that tempt and deceive people into sub-human existence.  This chapter 
also shows Clement’s description of the divine Logos and the eternal Son as the 
Saviour, especially highlighting salvation as central to Clement’s literary works.   
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Concerning the docetic challenge, the research shows that overall scholars 
acknowledge Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation, affirming that the Logos became 
flesh.  However, the treatment in secondary literature tends to veer away from research 
on the Incarnation and broaches two theological issues: the multiple logoi theories and 
the docetic problem.  Because Clement clearly shows the Logos became real flesh, the 
three passages in question Stromateis III.7.59.3, Stromateis VI.9.71.1-2, and 
Cassiadorus’s Adumbrationes 1John 1:1-2, cast considerable doubt to his position.  
Consequently, it is difficult to defend Clement, and scholars tend to surrender to the 
docetic charge (Weinandy, Ehrman) or rationalize the passage in Stromateis VI.9 
(Patrick, Hägg, Ashwin-Siejkowski).  The thought is that Clement emphasizes Christ’s 
apatheia so that catechumens will emulate his spirituality.  Christ did not need to eat or 
drink, because he is a spiritual exemplar.   
However, we discover better results by digging up the gold—as Clement hopes we 
will do—of the positive textual data about his doctrine of the Incarnation.  The evidence 
shows thirteen references to John 1:14.  By classifying Clement’s use of gi/nomai with 
lo/goj, a1nqrwpoj and sa/rc, the evidence gives us six mentions of gi/nomai with 
lo/goj and a1nqrwpoj and seven mentions of of gi/nomai with lo/goj and sa/rc.  This 
information demonstrates that Clement taught that the Logos-Son became anthropos 
with actual sarx.  In addition, this chapter highlights Clement’s specific utility of 
a0nalambanw and e0ndu/w in Clement’s four-part outline in Stromateis VII.2.6.5-8.6.  
This passage verifies that Christ’s flesh was paqhto/j, e0mpaqh/j, eu0pa/qeia, and 
ai0sqhto/j.  Here, the data demonstrates that Clement taught the Logos-Son became 
sarx, and his flesh was susceptible to good and bad emotions, physical sensibilities, 
suffering, and death.  Along these lines, this chapter also discusses Clement’s doctrine 
of the cross, taking note of his teachings about the blood of Christ.  By suffering in the 
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flesh, Christ shed real blood that became a vivifying power—the Eucharist, a ‘glorious 
grace’—ending the reign of moral corruption in believers and uniting them to the 
Lord’s immortality.  The findings reveal that Clement believes in a real flesh and blood 
Incarnation through which the Logos-Son became the Source of salvation for 
humankind. 
In the next chapter, attention turns to the second aspect of the exchange doctrine.  
Through the Incarnation, the Logos-Son came to teach rightly the Scriptures, disclose 
their secrets, and lead anthropos to become theos. 
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Chapter Four: Incarnation and Didactic Mission 
A. Introduction 
The preceding chapter focuses on the Incarnation and salvific mission of the 
Logos-Son, envisaged by Clement through the first part of the exchange.  The Logos-
Son became anthropos and assumed suffering sarx in order to enter the contest of the 
human drama, to overcome the powers of evil, and to cleanse humanity from 
corruption.  He triumphed over malevolent powers through his obedience in life and in 
his death on the cross, thus preparing the way for salvation.  This chapter concentrates 
on the Incarnation and the second half of the exchange: The Logos-Son came to teach 
humanity divine knowledge in order to guide followers to become theos. 
The early Christian teaching that claims a divine Messenger descended from 
heaven (or the pleroma) in order to awaken people to the knowledge of God is found in 
Gnostic teachings.  The Apocalypse of Adam emphasizes ‘eternal knowledge’ and 
mentions the ‘illuminator of knowledge.’889  This illuminator redeems those possessing 
the fruit of knowledge ‘from the day of death.’890  In some Gnostic texts, Sophia and the 
biblical figures Adam or Seth are the intermediaries of enlightenment.  Most Christian 
Gnostics, especially Valentinians, believed Christ to be the Agent of revelation who 
awakens people from forgetfulness by disclosing knowledge of God.
891
  From the 
opening lines of the Gospel of Truth, we read: ‘This is the Gospel of the one who is 
searched for...Jesus, the Christ.  Through it, he enlightened those who were in darkness.  
Out of oblivion, he enlightened them; he showed (them) a way.  And the way is the 
truth which he taught them.’892  Some Gnostics thought those who awaken and ‘reflect 
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upon the knowledge of the eternal God in their hearts will not perish.’893  The authors of 
these tractates claim gnosis enables Gnostics to recognize that their root is in the 
pleroma from which they experience true human destiny. 
Similarly, Clement portrays Christ as the Illuminator.  Lilla notices this and 
remarks: ‘[F]or Clement Christ is, first of all, a gnostic teacher who has come down to 
earth in order to lead a few selected persons to the higher gnosis of his father.’894  
Writing like the Gnostics, but drawing from Paul, Clement claims Christ 
awakens those who have wandered in error from the sleep of darkness itself.  
‘Awaken [e1geire],’ he says, ‘you who are sleeping and arise [a0na/sta] from the 
dead, and Christ the Lord will shine upon you;’ the sun of the resurrection, the one 
who was begotten before the Morning star, will give you life by his own beams of 
light.
895
 
 
Clement understands the ‘awakening’ as a resurrection: ‘His wisdom, which is his 
Logos, raises us up to the truth; this is the first resurrection from the fall [au3th prw/th 
tou= paraptw/matoj a0na/stasij].’896  Accordingly, as ‘those who have shaken off 
sleep,’ we are ‘immediately fully awake from within [eu0qe/wj e1ndoqen 
e0grhgo/rasin].’897  Clement has no extant teaching about a resurrection into the future 
life, but gives a passing reference to ‘the resurrection of the dead’ and ‘in the 
resurrection.’  These phrases seem to allude to a ‘general’ resurrection, but he does not 
expound on them.
898
  Where he could have stated his views on a future resurrection, he 
postpones explication, and on at least two occasions, promises to write e0n tw~| Peri\ 
a0nasta/sewj.899  This treatise is, however, either lost or Clement never wrote it. 
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Clement’s accord with some Gnostic doctrines—viz., the agent of revelation—does 
not mean he joined their camp.  Where Clement differs with the Gnostics is in (1) the 
manner in which the Messenger came to humankind, which is through the Incarnation 
(2) the identity of the Messenger, which is the Logos-Son, (3) the source of gnosis, 
which is the Scriptures, and (4) the purpose for gnosis, which is an ‘awakening’ to the 
destiny of deification.  Salvation for the Gnostic is to awaken from ignorance and gain 
insight into the knowledge of the Father and of one’s existence; gnosis is insight and 
insight is salvation.  In the Testimony of Truth, the author confesses that salvation ‘is 
the true testimony: when a man comes to know himself and God who is over the truth, 
he will be saved.’900  Clement agrees with this tenet, but he surpasses the Gnostics: ‘The 
greatest of all lessons is to know one’s self.  For if one knows himself, he will know 
God; and knowing God, one shall be made like God.’901  As will be shown later, the 
reception of gnosis entails a radical assimilation to the likeness of God by the 
transforming power of the indwelling Logos-Son, through imbibing Scripture, and 
obedience to his teachings.
902
 
Clement’s teachings on the Incarnation are interspersed throughout this chapter at 
suitable points to accentuate the second part of the exchange doctrine.  This chapter 
enhances Clement’s discussion on the Incarnation by bringing to the fore his teachings 
on the coming (parousi/a) and appearing (e0pifa/neia) of the Logos-Son.  Through the 
Incarnation, the Logos-Son was present in history as Teacher, and interpreted precisely 
the prophets, disclosing the mysteries of God as the clear voice of Scripture.  Moreover, 
via the Incarnation, the Teacher appeared to disclose hidden knowledge about the way 
of salvation.  This gnosis removes ignorance from the nous and logikos.  For this 
Alexandrine teacher, the Logos-Son is the heavenly Paidagogos, who heals believers 
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with the balm of instruction, cleansing the soul of ignorance and evil energy.  In 
Clement’s thinking, this assimilation fulfils the ‘prophetic’ utterance announced at the 
proto-formation: ‘Let us make man in our image and likeness.’  Taken from Platonic 
phrasing, ‘assimilation to the likeness of God’ is an idiom with which Clement talks 
about the way to deification.  This chapter further shows that deification fulfils another 
prophetic statement: ‘I said you are gods.’903  Becoming a god is a process of 
transformation by grace, realized by participation in the power of God through gnosis.  
The descent of the Logos-Son into the sensible region set up the possibility for people 
to ascend into the spiritual regions and become gods.  For Clement, the ascent of 
humankind is consequential to the descent of the Logos-Son.
904
  In other words, the 
‘response to the Incarnation, through which we receive deification, imitates the action 
of the Word in the Incarnation—our deification mirrors his Incarnation.’905 
B. Logos-Son as Teacher 
Central to Clement’s exchange doctrine is that the Logos-Son teaches anthropos 
the way to become theos.  Whereas the first part of the exchange emphasizes the 
salvific mission of the Logos-Son, the second part of the exchange accentuates his 
didactic mission, highlighting his agency of revelation.  Since the Logos-Son came in 
the flesh, Clement sees true gnosis coming to people through the Incarnation.  The 
following section portrays Clement’s portrait of the divine Logos and the eternal Son as 
the Teacher. 
Sometime in his journey, Clement terminated his search for ‘human learning’ 
(a0nqrwpi/nhn didaskali/an) in ‘Athens, the rest of Greece, and Ionia,’ because he 
found the ‘Teacher who filled the universe with his holy energies in creation, salvation, 
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goodness, law, prophecy, and teaching.’906  Who is this Teacher?  Clement identifies 
the divine Logos and the eternal Son as the Teacher (Dida/skaloj).907  Concerning the 
Logos, Clement draws from the Prologue of John’s Gospel and adds: ‘The truly existent 
Logos, who “was with God” and “by whom all things were created,” appeared as the 
Teacher.’908  Clement ‘openly proclaim[s] the Logos as the only Teacher’ for 
humankind.
909
  Should we ask what doctrine the Logos teaches?  Clement would 
answer: ‘The Logos alone is the Teacher of true godliness.’910  Clement also professes 
that ‘our Teacher is the Son of God.’911  If we inquire, what does the Son teach?  
Clement will tell us: ‘The Son is the true Teacher concerning the Father.’912  In 
addition, ‘the Logos-Son [o9 lo/goj ui9o/j] is the only Teacher of the mind of the Father, 
the one who instructs humanity.’913  The Logos-Son conveys to people the gnosis 
concealed in the thoughts of God.  These divine thoughts have come to humankind, 
which ‘the Lord himself taught [au0to\j e0di/dacen o9 ku/rioj]’ as the Gospel that perfects 
the Gnostic with ‘the closest likeness [o9moio/thta],’ that is, ‘the intelligence of the 
Teacher [th\n dia/noian th\n tou= didaska/lou].’914  Thus, in Clement’s thinking, this 
Teacher ‘rightly interprets the Scriptures’ and ‘the oracles of God.’915 
This arrangement of relations—the Logos and the Son as the divine Teacher—is 
essential to Clement’s didactic mission, because the ‘Son is the power of God, the most 
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ancient Logos of the Father, and is called the Teacher of those who were formed by 
him.’916  From this viewpoint, Clement argues: ‘It is fitting that God,’ meaning the 
Logos-Son, ‘is designated as the suitable Teacher’ because ‘he alone can correctly 
fashion a person to the likeness of God.’917  When recipients receive the teachings of 
the mind of the Father, they are transformed and participate in the likeness of the mind 
of the Teacher, as like produces like, so gnosis of God produces gods. 
Clement highlights the mystical dimension of the knowledge of God.  Quis Dives 
Salvetur informs us that Christ is ‘the Teacher of super-celestial lessons,’ a knowledge 
not from this world.
918
  This structure of knowledge is hidden within the ‘holy of holies’ 
from whence the Teacher derives and discloses the gnosis that ‘“eye has not seen, ear 
has not heard, and [which] has not entered into the heart of humankind.”’919  In this 
way, the ‘super-celestial instructions’ are called ‘illumination’ because they ‘unveil 
hidden [truth],’ and only this Teacher—‘the great High Priest’ (Stromateis V.6.32.1-
40.4)—‘can uncover the lid of the ark.’920  The Cherubim that sit above the Ark of 
Covenant ‘signify much knowledge [e0pi/gnwsin pollh/n].’921  In view of the mystical 
nature of this knowledge, Clement advises believers to approach these celestial 
teachings, ‘not in a human way,’ but ‘with wonder and with a super-celestial depth of 
mind [qaumastw~| kai\ u9perourani/w| dianoi/aj ba/qei],’ which arises through 
contemplation of Scripture.
922
  However, since ‘the things recorded within this sacred 
Ark reveal the properties of the world of thought [ta\ tou= nohtou= ko/smou],’ they are 
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essentially ‘hidden and closed off to the majority [tou= a0pokekrumme/nou kai\ 
a0pokekleisme/nou toi=j polloi=j].’923  Of necessity, Clement points believers to the 
Logos-Son, the Agent of revelation, as the only Teacher of this ‘sanctuary of knowledge 
[a9gi/asma gnw/sewj].’924 The question here is what are the common problems that 
hinder people from hearing or learning the knowledge of God?  Clement’s answers are 
problems of impediments in human existence. 
C. Problem: Impediments in Human Existence 
The didactic mission redirects humanity from the sensible region to the intellectual 
(or spiritual) region, which is a major focus in Clement’s work, Paidagogos.  As a pearl 
is hidden in the oyster and the oyster hidden in the sea, so the telos of human existence 
is concealed in mystery and the requisite gnosis is hidden in the intellectual region.
925
  
Clement condemns wearing pearls (or precious stones) belonging to the sensible world, 
and leads catechumens to search for the Logos (the true precious stone) in the 
‘heavenly’ world.  The ‘radiance of the stones [to\ a1nqoj tw~n li/qwn]’ in this region 
are perceived as ‘the matchless brilliancy of the Spirit and the undefiled sanctity of 
existence [to\ a0mi/mhton to\ a1nqoj tou= pneu/matoj to\ a0kh/raton kai\ a3gion th=j 
ou0si/aj nenoh/kasin].’926  Clement’s spiritual paideia redirects believers beyond the 
‘earthly’ precious stones to the value of the heavenly region where life is ‘spiritually 
built up [pneumatikw=j oi0kodomoume/nh]’ with eternal value.927 
This refocus toward the spiritual dimension is depicted in a passage describing the 
Incarnation as a mission.  Clement explains that the ‘sacred mysteries of the prophecies 
are concealed in parables…for the style of Scripture is parabolic.  Wherefore, the Lord, 
who was not of this world [kosmiko/j], came as one from this world [kosmiko/j] to 
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humanity.’928  He entered this cosmos as a human being.  The Logos-Son came as a 
parable and ‘he was destined to lead people who were raised by this world upward to 
the intellectual and divine realities through knowledge [e0pi\ ta nohta\ kai\ ku/ria dia\ 
th=j gnw/sewj a0na/gein], that is, from this world to another world.’929  The problem is 
that people could not apprehend that he entered a world foreign to him (the sensible 
region) in order to lead people to a world foreign to them (the spiritual region).  This is 
not the same kind of ascent as found, for example, in Plato’s analogy of the Cave: the 
ascent of the nous through opening the mind’s eye to forgotten knowledge.930  
Clement’s version is accomplished, not only by awakening the soul to gnosis, but also 
by ‘divine care [qei/aj komidh=j]’ given by the Logos-Son.931  Clement observes that 
people have impediments and need assistance to work through problems, learn about 
their destiny, and find the telos.  He therefore points them to ‘the Logos, the Guide of 
all humanity.’932 
Clement pinpoints three impediments to perceiving the intellectual and divine 
realm: (1) the sensible body, (2) ignorance, and (3) the passions.  These three subjects 
comprise the following section.  Firstly, in Clement’s anthropogony, God created the 
body (soma/sarx) to apprehend the sensible region.  For Clement, this rules out the 
sensible realm for apprehending ‘parabolic’ knowledge, as one cannot grasp spiritual 
reality through bodily senses.  He argues: 
Having been bound to the earthly body [tw~| gew/dei sw/mati], we grasp the 
sensible things through the body, but we observe the intellectual powers through 
the logikos itself [tw~n de\ nohtw~n di’ au0th=j th=j logikh=j e0fapto/meqa 
duna/mewn].  If someone expects to apprehend all things [ta\ pa/nta 
katalh/yesqai] sensibly [ai0sqhtw~j], one has fallen very far from the truth.  
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Certainly, the Apostle writes spiritually about the knowledge of God [e0pi\ th=j 
gnw/sewj tou= qeou=].933 
 
Clement is neither critical of sensible knowledge nor is he pejorative of the physical 
body, as are Platonists and Gnostics.  His point is that the physical senses correspond to 
the sensible region, just as the intellectual abilities correspond to the spiritual region.  
Since God is not observable by senses, one should not expect sensible capabilities to 
perform a job they were not designed to execute.  As he elsewhere states: ‘For that 
which he [Christ] was [could] not be seen by those unable to make [intellectual] space, 
because of the weakness of the flesh [dia\ th\n a0sqe/neian th=j sarko/j].’934  One 
apprehends the truth with the logikos—the guiding faculty of the soul—that Clement 
claims God breathed into humankind at proto-formation.  Clement’s argument is a basic 
tenet of his anthropogony.  The sensible region is an impediment because people are 
reared by the cosmos, unaware of the invisible region of divine existence.  The problem 
is, therefore, due to ignorance of God. 
Secondly, similar to the Gnostics, Clement shows, because of corruption (as 
sketched in chapter three), humankind has fallen into the ‘darkness of ignorance’ by 
closing the eyelids to the light of knowledge.
935
  For Clement, the problem is people 
‘have been blinded concerning the truth’ and therefore err.936  He states: 
Ignorance of the Father is death [to\ de\ a0noei=n to\n pate/ra qa/nato/j e0stin], so as 
to know him is eternal life through participation in the power of the deathless one 
[w9j to\ gnw~nai zwh\ ai0w/nioj kata\ metousi/an th=j tou= a0fqa/rtou duna/mewj].  
To be without corruption is to participate in divinity [qeio/thtoj], but apostasy 
from the knowledge of God promotes corruption.
937
 
 
Clement holds this position, because at one time ‘there was an implanted, original 
relationship [e1mfutoj a0rxai/a koinwni/a] between heaven and humankind,’ but it was 
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‘darkened by ignorance [a0noi/a| e0skotisme/nh].’938  As a result, those who seek for the 
good life through opinion rather than knowledge of God are only dreaming, and ‘life for 
them here is a deep sleep of ignorance [kai\ e1stin au0toi=j o9 th=|de bi/oj a0gnoi/sj u3pnoj 
baqu/j].’939  Clement deems it ‘necessary for darkness to disappear by illumination [tw~| 
fwtismw~|].’940  Thus, through the light of the knowledge of God, people make their 
way out of sins and ascend toward the spiritual region. 
 Thirdly, Clement identifies the struggle with passions as an impediment to learning 
knowledge of God.  The passions obscure the vision of the truth, blinding the mind with 
‘the gloom of ignorance.’941  At the outset of the Paidagogos, emphasizing his direction 
for spiritual paideia, Clement argues that one who is struggling with the passions is 
similar to one physically sick; thus, one who is ill will not learn readily, because ill 
health distracts the reception of knowledge.  Likewise, one who is ‘diseased’ with 
passions will not easily admit divine gnosis.  Clement concludes the section: 
‘Therefore, those of us who are diseased in body need a physician, so also those who 
are diseased in soul require a Paidagogos to heal the passions [i3n’ h9mw~n i0a/shtai ta\ 
pa/qh].  Then [they need] a Teacher to guide the soul to clean health for [the reception 
of] gnosis, upon being able to make room for the revelation of the Logos.’942 
 Illustrating the impediments of the passions further, Clement calls attention to the 
strife among the Christians at Corinth that Paul addressed in 1Corinthians 3:1-3.  He 
interprets the Pauline passage this way: ‘He [Paul] called those, who had already 
believed in the Holy Spirit, the spiritual ones [tou\j pneumatikou/j], and those who had 
been recently catechized [tou\j newsti\ neokathxoume/nouj], but had not yet been 
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cleansed [mhde/pw kekaqarme/nouj], he called the fleshly ones [tou\j sarkikou/j].’943  
Those who had been newly catechized, but were still governed by fleshly passions 
(tou\j sarkikou/j) were ‘unable’ to grasp the knowledge of God, because they ‘were 
fleshly, minding the things of the flesh: that is, desiring, lusting, and becoming jealous, 
angry and envious.’”944  The spiritual ones (tou\j pneumatikou/j) had ‘crucified’ the 
desires of the flesh and were able to grasp truth. 
 Unlike the Gnostics, who believed that the malevolent powers in this cosmos were 
mythical archons, lesser deities created by Yaldabaoth who plot and even control 
human sufferings, Clement views the ‘malevolent powers’ (toi=j kakou/rgoij 
duna/mesin) as internal passions.945  In Quis Dives Salvetur, he testifies that the Saviour 
‘pitied us, who had been nearly given over to death by the world powers of darkness 
[tw~n kosmokrato/rwn tou= sko/touj]; that is, by many traumas, fears, lusts, tempers, 
sorrows, deceits, and pleasures.’946  Addressing the effects of these powers, Clement 
describes that ‘the blindness of the eyes and deafness of the ears are more painful than 
all the other wounds [inflicted] by the evil [powers].  By the first of these, one is 
cheated of the heavenly vision [th=j ou0rani/ou proso/yewj]; by the second, one is 
deprived of divine teaching [th=j qei/aj maqh/sewj].’947 
 To show that these passions are not mythical archons but emotional sufferings, 
Clement refers to Ephesians 6:10-12, and explains that the struggle people face is ‘not 
with blood and flesh [ou0 pro\j ai[ma kai\ sa/rka], but with the spiritual authorities 
working through the flesh [a0lla\ ta\j dia\ sarkw~n e0nergou/saj pneumatika\j 
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e0cousi/aj], that is, these emotional sufferings [e0mpaqw~n paqw~n tou/twn].’948  Thus, 
sufferings are the painful energies.  Clement sums up his view on this subject: 
The simple account of our philosophy asserts that all the passions are the 
impressions of a soft and yielding soul, and become like the signatures of the 
spiritual powers with whom we struggle.  I think for the maleficent powers to 
execute a work somewhat of their own way with all and each one, [they] attempt to 
conquer and make their own even those who have renounced them.
949
 
 
As seen in the previous chapter, Clement calls the maleficent powers—viz., lust, 
tempers, deceit, and pleasure—by the mythical names, serpent, dragon, satan, devil, and 
the tyrant death.
950
  During the first part of the exchange, the incarnate Logos-Son came 
to defeat these powers: the salvific mission; in the second part of the exchange, he 
teaches followers to overcome them: the didactic mission. 
D. Parousia and Appearing of Logos-Son 
In addition to the verbs Clement uses to depict the Incarnation—such as 
a0nalamba/nw, gi/nomai, and e0ndu/w—he frames his dogma with other terms found in 
the New Testament: parousi/a (parousia) and e0pifa/neia (appearing).  Where Clement 
speaks of the parousia, he emphasizes the exegetical and didactic work of the Logos-
Son, who interprets the salvific message from the prophets.  He tells us that ‘[w]isdom 
is well-tested knowledge of things divine and human, which the Lord taught us, both by 
his parousia and through the prophets [e0dida/cato h9ma=j dia/ te th=j parousi/aj o9 
ku/rioj].’951  Where Clement refers to the appearing of the Logos-Son, he emphasizes 
salvific grace and revelatory agency.  These two terms—parousi/a and e0pifa/neia—
indicate a demarcation in Clement’s former learning, bringing the apostolic tradition to 
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the fore.  They also signal a shift in Clement’s theological vocabulary; the words are 
New Testament antecedents, found in Pauline and Petrine writings.
952
   
 1. Parousia 
The term parousi/a means ‘advent,’ ‘arrival,’ ‘coming’ or ‘presence.’953  The basic 
concept is that a parousia is the coming of the presence of someone.  For Clement, the 
parousia is always a reference to the coming of the presence of God through the 
Incarnation: ‘God was made known by the parousia of Christ [e1gnwstai o9 qeo\j kata\ 
th\n Xristou= parousi/an].  For “no one knows God except the Son and to whom the 
Son makes [him] known.”’954  God came to humanity in Christ to reveal himself to 
humanity. 
Clement uses the term sa/rkwsij (‘growth of flesh’) to refer to the Incarnation 
only once.  What is interesting is that he includes it in a context with the term 
parousi/a, using both words in similar prepositional phrases: 
pro\ th=j tou= lo/gou sarkw/sewj: ‘before the Incarnation of the Logos.’ 
pro\ th=j parousi/aj tou= kuri/ou: ‘before the coming of the Lord’ 955 
 
Clement indicates the parousia is an event that came through the Incarnation, and as 
argued in the previous chapter, the Logos-Son had flesh as any other human being.  
Affirming this point, Clement comments on John 8:56, where Jesus told certain 
Pharisees that their ‘Father Abraham rejoiced to see my day; and he saw it and was 
glad.’  What Abraham saw, according to Clement, was ‘the parousia in the flesh [th\n 
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e0n sarki\ parousi/an].’956  Clement uses parousi/a with sa/rc, showing the coming of 
the Logos is reference to the Incarnation.  In addition, Clement denotes that the imagery 
of the name engraved on the plate of the High Priest—‘Holy to the Lord’ (Exodus 
28:36)—‘was inscribed on account of the written commandments and because of the 
perceptible parousia [dia\ te th\n aisqhth\n parousi/an]; it is God’s name being 
expressed [o1noma de\ ei1rhtai qeou=].’957  As the nameplate was perceivable to the 
senses, so God was made ‘sensible’ (aisqhth\n) during his parousia. 
The proclamation of the parousia in the early years of the Church evoked 
intellectual objections from the Greeks who boasted in their wisdom.  Following Paul, 
Clement recognized that the Greeks deemed the notion of the parousia—the event 
during which God became flesh and blood and was crucified—to be foolish.958  The 
teaching of the parousia also provoked hermeneutical scandal among the Jews, who 
adhered to their traditional interpretation of the law and prophets.  Having known the 
prophecies, ‘they did not believe in the descent’ (mh\ pisteu/ein th=| e0kba/sei), viz., the 
Incarnation; thus, they judged the claims of Jesus to be blasphemous.
959
  In response to 
both sets of objections, Clement composed Stromateis VI ‘according to the character of 
the Miscellanies to resolve the difficulties proposed to [him] by the Greeks and the 
Barbarians about the parousia of the Lord [peri\ th=j tou= kuri/ou parousi/aj].’960 
Throughout the Stromateis, especially Book VI, Clement sets forth three primary 
arguments to answer the objections to the parousia.
961
  Firstly, Christ came as the 
Interpreter of Scripture to explain rightly the prophecies.  Secondly, since the Scriptures 
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foretold the parousia, there is unity between the Old Testament and the event of the 
parousia, which defines the Gospel.  Thirdly, since Christ explained the meaning and 
fulfilment of Scripture—and in Clement’s view, Christ is the fulfilment of all cultural 
knowledge, including Hellenic philosophy—both Jews and Greeks should move beyond 
preparatory teachings and advance to the perfection effected by Christ through gnosis. 
1.1. Logos-Son as Interpreter of Scripture 
An important aspect to Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation, especially the 
movement toward the ascent to deification, is the didactic mission of the Logos-Son.  
He came to interpret the Scriptures, disclosing their hidden meanings, and to reveal the 
presence of God to humankind.  One reason for this mission is that ‘before the parousia 
[pro\ th=j tou= kuri/ou parousi/aj], the explanation of the prophetic writings had not 
yet been revealed.’962  Nevertheless, Clement observes that John the Baptist understood 
that the Old Testament prophecies, ‘concerning the parousia of the Lord preceded 
[Christ’s] arrival.’963  Prior to the Baptism of Jesus, ‘John, the preacher of the Logos [o9 
kh=ruc tou= lo/gou], called [people] to become ready for the parousia of God 
[paraka/lei e9toi/mouj gi/nesqai ei0j qeou= parousi/an].’964  In his works, Clement sets 
out to show how the parousia confirms and explains the prophetic mysteries.  For this 
reason, he applies the words of Isaiah—‘I shall give you treasures, concealed, obscure, 
and invisible [dw/sw soi qhsaurou\j a0pokru/fouj, skoteinou/j, a0ora/touj], so they 
might know I am the Lord God [i3na gnw~sin, o3ti e0gw\ ku/rioj o9 qeo/j]’—to the 
parousia of the Logos-Son.
965
 
Clement identifies the Logos-Son as the Interpreter of the laws of God and of God 
himself, suggesting that it takes ‘power and wisdom’ to explain God: 
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The Logos is the “power and wisdom of God.”  This same one himself is the 
interpreter of the laws [no/mwn e0chghth/j], through whom “the law was given [di’ 
ou[ o9 no/moj e0do/qh].”  The first interpreter of the divine ordinances [o9 prw~toj 
e0chghth\j tw~n qei/wn prostagma/twn] is the only begotten Son explaining the 
bosom of the Father [o9 to\n ko/lpon tou= patro\j e0chgou/menoj ui9o\j 
monogenh/j].966 
 
During the time of the parousia, ‘the only-begotten God [o9 monoogenh\j qeo/j], the one 
in the bosom of the Father, explained him [e0keinoj e0chgh/sato].’967  According to 
Clement, the didactic mission includes research and inquiry into the Scriptures.  He 
recounts that ‘Peter, in his Preaching, spoke about the apostles, saying, “Having 
unrolled the books of the prophets, which we possess, which through parables and 
enigmas, and which authentically express the Christ, naming [him] Jesus, we found ‘his 
coming [th\n parousi/an], his death [to\n qa/naton], and his cross [to\n stauro/n].”’968  
Based on this kind of knowledge, Clement asserts that  
the discovery of the research about God is the teaching through his Son [th=j 
toi/nun peri\ qeou= zhth/sewj eu3resij me\n h9 dia\ tou= ui9ou= didaskali/a]; and the 
sign that our Saviour himself is [the] Son of God [shmei=on de\ tou= ei]nai to\n 
swth=ra h9mw~n au0to\n e0kei=non to\n ui9o\n tou= qeou=] is the prophecies preceding his 
parousia that proclaim him [prohgou/menai th=j parousi/aj au0tou= profhtei=ai, 
tou=ton khru/ssousai].969   
 
As seen in chapter two, Clement argues that the Logos-Son gave the prophecies, 
and it was his ‘energeia that worked through the prophets.’  Through this same activity 
‘one learns the gnostic tradition [e0sti th\n gnwstikh\n para/dosin e0kmanqa/nein], just 
as he himself taught the holy apostles by his parousia [w9j au0to\j kata\ th\n 
parousi/an tou\j a9gi/ouj e0di/dacen a0posto/louj].’970  Clement is saying that through 
the revelatory agency of Christ, believers learn the deeper meanings of Scripture.  
Therefore, since the parousia interprets the Old Testament,  
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it is said to the Hebrews, “If you do not believe, you will not understand.”971  That 
is, if you do not believe in what is prophesied through the law and foretold by the 
law [e0a\n mh\ pisteu/shte tw~| dia\ no/mou profhteuqe/nti kai\ u9po\ no/mou 
qespisqe/nti], you will not understand the Old Testament, which he himself 
explained by his own parousia [kata\ th\n i0di/an e0chgh/sato parousi/an].972 
 
For Clement, the teachings of Jesus are crucial to an accurate understanding of the 
prophetic utterances in the Old Testament.  In this way, the parousia through the 
Incarnation and the disclosure of the mysteries of prophecy provide, for Clement, 
essential content of the apostolic tradition. 
1.2. Gospel and Unity of Scripture 
 The manner in which Christ taught the Scriptures as a fulfilment of prophecies 
naturally links the parousia with the Old Testament.  Christ’s disclosure and 
interpretation of the prophetic mysteries transformed the Old Testament into the New 
Testament Gospel, because the law and the prophets conceal the Gospel.  Explaining 
the events surrounding the birth of John the Baptist, Clement explains allegorically that 
‘this is what the silence of Zacharias signified: the Logos of the prophetic enigmas, 
upon becoming the Gospel loosened the mystic silence [o9 lo/goj tw~n profhtikw~n 
ai0nigma/twn th\n mustikh\n a0polu/shtai siwph/n, eu0agge/lion geno/menoj].’973  
Zacharias was mute, because God was not yet unveiling the mysteries.  At the parousia 
of the Logos-Son—a time to disclose the mysteries of God from the prophets as the 
Gospel—the divine silence ended, and Zachariah spoke.  What emerges through the 
parousia and from the Old Testament is the Gospel of God.  Where, therefore, Clement 
appeals to what he calls the ‘ecclesiastical canon’ for a claim to proper doctrinal belief, 
he explains it as ‘the agreement and harmony of the law and the prophets with the 
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covenant that was passed down by the parousia of the Lord [th=| kata\ th\n tou= kuri/ou 
parousi/an paradidome/nh| diaqh/kh|].’974  As a correction to the Gnostics, Clement 
holds to the unity of Old and New Testaments based upon the parousia being a 
fulfillment of the prophecies.   
Another way Clement conveys the harmony between the two covenants is through 
his teaching of the ‘double descent,’ which he alludes to in several passages.  It goes 
like this: ‘Righteousness came down to humanity both in the writing and in the body, by 
Logos and by law, constraining humanity unto saving repentance.’975  The Logos first 
descended in the letters of the law and as divine knowledge breathed into the prophets; 
then, the Logos descended a second time and became a human being.  In Paidagogos 
I.7, Clement states it simply: The Logos gave the law through Moses, ‘but eternal grace 
and truth were by Jesus Christ.’976  Here the Logos was in the law; and then to fulfil the 
law, the Logos became flesh in Jesus.  Clement puts it another way, ‘the Lord wanted to 
gather Jerusalem as a hen gathers her chickens two times; once ‘by the prophets [dia\ te 
profhtw~n]’ and once ‘by the parousia [dia\ th=j parousi/aj].’977  Moreover, there is 
an extended version of the double descent in Excerpta ex Theodoto: 
And the ‘Word became flesh’ not only while becoming human at his coming [ou0 
kata\ th\n parousi/an mo/non a1nqrwpoj geno/menoj], but also in the beginning.  
The identical Logos became Son by being circumscribed, and not according to 
essence [a0lla\ kai\ e0n a0rxh=| o9 e0n tau0to/thti lo/goj kata\ perigrafh\n kai\ ou0 
kat’ ou0si/an geno/menoj ui9o/j].  Again, he became flesh when working through the 
prophets [sa/rc e0ge/neto dia\ profhtw~n e0nergh/saj].  And the Saviour is referred 
to as the offspring [te/knon] of the same Logos; therefore, ‘in the beginning was the 
Logos and the Logos was with God,’ which became life in him [the Son].978 
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The Logos in the prophets and in the parousia is a natural harmony of Scripture, 
because: ‘the law and the Gospel are the energy of one Lord who is the “power and 
wisdom of God.”’979  Clement reads this power mystically: the very Logos, who spoke 
to Moses from the bush, is the same Logos who wore the thorns.  This association 
between the bush (Moses) and the crown of thorns (Jesus) ‘demonstrates the work of 
one power,’ a divine dynamis linking both covenants.980  Accordingly, ‘in the 
Preaching of Peter you will find the Lord addressed as ‘law and Logos’ [no/mon kai\ 
lo/gon].’981  The double descent depicts the inherent unity between the two covenants in 
the sense that the second descent, when the Logos-Son entered the earth as anthropos, 
was the fulfilment of the first descent, when he entered the world as law and prophets.   
 The ‘operation’ of the double descent is found in the Protreptikos, illustrating the 
way Clement applies Isaiah’s eschatological vision of the New Jerusalem—and the 
proclamation of law and Logos—to the overthrow of the Hellenistic religious centers 
and their practices.  In view of the brightness of the truth, Clement urges the Greeks to 
abandon their customs: 
Let us bring down from above, out of heaven, the truth with bright intention, and 
the holy prophetic choir unto the holy mountain of God.  While shining [her] light 
to the farthest points, let [her] illuminate those who are wallowing around in 
darkness, and let [her] set free these people from error by reaching out her 
uppermost right hand; that is, the quick understanding in respect to salvation.  And 
those who shake their heads and lift up their thoughts, let them abandon Helicon 
and Cithaeron and let them occupy Zion, ‘For the law goes out from Zion and the 
Logos of the Lord from Jerusalem,’ that is, the heavenly Logos, the true Champion, 
who is being crowned upon the stage of the whole world.
982
 
 
Clement interprets Isaiah’s prophecy as the victorious mission of the double descent.  
The perfect law and everlasting Logos go forth from Zion and Jerusalem as the true 
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Champion.  As a divine propaideia, the law effectively leads believers to the gateway 
of perfection; as the true gnosis, the Logos-Son opens the gate and perfects those who 
ascend the holy mountain.  Clement identifies the mountain as ‘the Church, which 
towers above the clouds and touches heaven.’ 983  He therefore sees his Christian 
community teaching the law (and philosophy) as preparatory instructions, but the Logos 
as gnosis leading to perfection. 
 1.3. From Propaideia to Gnosis 
Philo linked the two intellectual worlds of Scripture and Greek philosophy for 
Alexandrian Christianity, showing the preparatory relationship between them.  As 
Hagar the Egyptian was handmaiden to Sarah, Abraham’s wife, so Philo assigns Greek 
encyclical studies and philosophy as handmaiden to the law of Moses.
984
  This 
correlation helped Clement draw the parallel between the preparatory function of his 
philosophical background and its relationship to Scripture.
985
  One main connection 
between them is they both originate with God.  Philo tells us that ‘heaven showered 
philosophy upon us; it is the human mind which has received and which contains it.’986  
Clement follows Philo’s thought and claims ‘Greek propaideia with philosophy itself 
has come down from God [qeo/qen].’987  However, by grasping the import of the 
parousia, and the interpretation of Scripture as Gospel—and Gospel as gnosis, Clement 
makes encyclical studies, philosophy, and even the Old Testament to be handmaidens to 
the knowledge of God revealed by the coming of the Logos.
988
  Knowledge of the 
parousia makes Clement surpasses Philo.  Osborn observes that there is a ‘rational 
                                                 
 
983
 Paid. I.8.84.3. 
984
 Congr. 71-80; Str. I.5.30.1-2. 
 
985
 For discussion on the usage of Philo in Clement, see David T. Runia, Philo in Early Christian 
Literature: A Survey (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1993), 132-156; van den Hoek, Clement of Alexandria 
and his use of Philo in the Stromateis: an Early Christian Reshaping of a Jewish Model. 
 
986
 Spec.Leg. III. 185-186. 
987
 Str. I.7.37.1. 
 
988
 Str. 1.5.28.1--31.2. 
 205 
 
reconstruction of the two writers,’ Philo and Clement, which ‘shows common ground in 
their essential monotheism; but there are differences which point to a great gulf.’989  
The dissimilarity is, whereas ‘Philo moves from divine oracle to true philosophy with a 
centre in Moses’ and the law, ‘Clement moves from divine oracle to true philosophy 
with a centre in Jesus and the gospel.’990 
The parousia of the Logos-Son demarcates knowledge structures for both Jews and 
Greeks.  Clement understands Greek philosophy to be a divine deposit, but limited in its 
scope and purpose.
991
  Just as Torah was preparatory for the Jews, philosophy was 
preparatory for the Greeks.
992
  Nevertheless, God gave it to them so that it might 
prepare the Greeks to recognize and receive the true Christian philosophy.  Until the 
parousia, both Hebrew law and some parts of Hellenistic philosophy functioned as a 
Paidagogos leading humanity to a greater purpose for human existence, as Clement 
explains: 
God is the cause of all good things, but on the one hand, some things are according 
to what leads the way, as the covenant, both the old and the new; on the other hand, 
some things are according to consequence, as philosophy.  Perhaps also, it 
[philosophy] was given previously to the Greeks at that time when the Lord called 
also the Greeks; for this [philosophy] trains the Greek as the law trains the Hebrew 
unto Christ.  Therefore, philosophy prepares beforehand [the Greek], while paving 
the way for the one who is to be perfected by Christ [to\n u9po\ Xristou= 
teleiou/menon].993 
 
Predicated upon the parousia, Clement designed his teachings to move Greeks and 
Jews beyond propaideia towards the perfection that is accomplished by Christ. 
                                                 
989
 Osborn, Clement of Alexandria, 82. 
 
990
 Ibid. 
991
 See J.T. Muckle, ‘Clement of Alexandria as Divine Testament for the Greeks,’ Classical 
Association of Canada: Phoenix 5:3/4 (1951): 79-86. 
992
 For references to Greek and Jewish propaideia, see Str. I.1.15.3-5; Str. I.5.28.1, I.5.29.3, 
I.5.30.2, and I.5.32.4; Str. I.6.35.4; Str. I.7.37.1; Str. I.20.99.1; Str. VI.8.62.1; Str. VI.11.94.2; and 
philosophy as propaideia, Str. VI.6.44.1.  For Paul’s mention of law as a paidagwgo/j, see Gal. 3:24; 
Paid. I.11.97.2.  For Clement’s use of progumnasi/a (pre-training), see Str. I.6.33.1; I.23.156.3; Str. 
VII.10.56.2; for progu/mnasma, Str. IV.21.132.1; and Str. VI.10.82.4. 
 
993
 Str. I.5.28.2-3; Gal. 3:22-23. 
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After finishing a lengthy discussion on divine providence affirming preparatory 
instructions for both Jews and Greeks, Clement goes farther and has this to say:  
Rightly therefore, the law is for the Jews and philosophy is for the Greeks until the 
parousia [me/xri th=j parousi/aj].  Afterwards, there is a universal calling [h9 
klh=sij h9 kaqolikh=] into the abundance of righteousness, to be a people according 
to the teaching of faith, bringing together both through one Lord, the only God, for 
both Greeks and Barbarians, or rather for the whole race of humankind.’994 
 
Throughout the Stromateis, Clement continues to stress this line of demarcation, calling 
Greeks and Jews forwards to the knowledge of God.  Concerning the Greeks, Clement 
comments: ‘Before the parousia of the Lord, philosophy was necessary to the Greeks 
for righteousness.’995  However, philosophy was merely ‘rudimentary and preparatory 
training for the truth.’996  He appeals to Colossians 2:8 and counsels the Greeks not to 
return to philosophy, which was mere ‘elementary teaching [th\n stoixeiw/dh 
didaskali/an].’997  Rather, they ought to seek the mystery of the knowledge of God in 
Christ, because ‘in him are hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge [e0n w[| 
ei0si pa/ntej oi9 qhsauroi\ th=j sofi/aj kai\ th=j gnw/sewj a0po/krufoi].’998 
 Concerning the Jews, Clement adopts Paul’s approach and asserts, the parousia is 
the fulfilment of the law.  He brings in Paul’s letter to the Romans to persuade the Jews 
that ‘Christ is the telos of the law unto righteousness, the [very] one who was 
prophesied by the law.’999  Since the parousia is a fulfilment of prophetic promises, it 
testifies that God is trustworthy, and therefore, the Jews should believe in the parousia, 
because it demonstrates divine providence.
1000
  Should anyone believe in the parousia 
as the fulfilment of the Old Testament, then one ‘has believed through the prophecies 
                                                 
 
994
 Str. VI.17.159.9. 
 
995
 Str. I.5.28.1. 
 
996
 Str. VI.8.62.1, stoixeiwtikh/n tina ou]san kai\ propaidei/an th=j a0lhqei/aj. 
 
997
 Col. 2:8; Str. VI.8.62.3, th\n stoixeiw/dh didaskali/an. 
 
998
 Str. V.10.61.4; Col. 2:3. 
 
999
 Rom. 10:4; Str. II.9.42.5, «te/loj ga\r no/mou Xristo\j ei0j dikaiosu/nhn,» o9 u9po\ no/mou 
profhteuqei/j. 
 
1000
 Str. VI.9.76.4-77.3. 
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and the parousia in the God who does not lie.’1001  Concerning both races of people, 
Clement presses the point that the Logos-Son ‘leads away from each singular journey, 
both Greeks and Barbarians, to the perfection that is through faith.’1002  Thus, the 
parousia demarcates philosophy and law, setting the teachings of Christ to the fore. 
 One of the results of the parousia, as Clement sees it, is that the Logos-Son 
prepared people for the reception of God.  In this way, ‘God pities richly because he is 
good and gives commands by the law and the prophets; and more nearly still, he is 
already saving and showing mercy through the parousia of his Son [h1dh dia\ th=j tou= 
ui9ou= parousi/aj sw/|zwn kai\ e0lew~n].’1003  In this light, ‘[t]he parousia of the Saviour 
[h9 ga\r parousi/a tou= swth=roj] did not make people foolish [mwrou/j], hard-hearted 
[sklhrokardi/ouj], or unbelieving [a0pistou/j] but made them intelligent [sunetouj], 
ready to obey [eu0peiqei=j], and believing [pistou/j].’1004  The parousia attracted 
responsive Jews and Greeks, enabling some to become zealous to obey God and to be 
resolute in faith.  As a result, ‘those of them who were persuaded by the parousia of the 
Lord [oi9 peisqe/ntej de au0tw~n th=| te tou= kuri/ou parousi/a|] and in the clearness of 
the Scriptures [th=| tw~n grafw~n safhnei/a|], come into a new state of being by 
knowledge [e0n e0pignw/sei] of the law.’1005  Clement characterizes this new existence 
with love, because ‘“Love is the fullness of the law [plh/rwma no/mou h9 a0ga/ph].”’1006 
This demarcation in knowledge can be is seen in another form of propaideia: 
Theologia, the science and discourse of divine things.  In the fourth century, Gregory 
the Theologian used the term theologia in his theological Orations to classify his 
                                                 
 
1001
 Str. VI.9.77.1, pepi/steuken ga\r dia/ te th=j profhtei/aj dia/ te th=j parousi/aj tw~| mh\ 
yeudome/nw| qew~|. 
 
1002
 Str. VII.2.11.2, a1gei ga\r e0c e9kate/raj prokoph=j  9Ellhnikh=j te kai\ barba/rou e0pi\ th\n dia\ 
pi/stewj telei/wsin e9lo/menoj. 
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 Str. II.16.73.3. 
 
1004
 Str. I.18.88.6. 
 
1005
 Str. VI.7.59.3. 
 
1006
 Str. IV.18.113.5; Rom. 13:10. 
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discussion about the Holy Trinity.  At the outset of his fifth Oration, the theologian 
refers to the Father, the Son, and the ‘Other Comforter’ as the ‘true light.’  After a brief 
but dense theological discussion, he adds: ‘Now we have both seen and proclaim 
concisely and simply the theologia of the trinity [th=j tria/doj qeologi/an].1007  
Christopher Beeley observes this and argues that, for Gregory, theologia is ‘the 
knowledge of the Trinity as it is revealed within the divine economy.’1008  Clement, 
however, seldom uses the term theologia; yet, as will be shown, with striking contrast 
his references in his compositions to gnosis, as knowledge of God, are numerous.
1009
  
He views the gnosis handed down by the Apostles as the ‘full knowledge of the 
truth.’1010 
This delimitation in knowledge can be observed in the way Clement classifies the 
terms theologian (qeolo/goj) and theology (qeologi/a).1011  He mentions some of the 
ancient poets, philosophers, and even prophets as a qeolo/goj.  ‘Orpheus was a 
theologian.’1012  Clement notes that Philolaus, the Pythagorean, talked about ‘ancient 
theologians and seers.’1013  Clement reports that ‘Moses was a theologian and a 
prophet.’1014  Moreover, some of the ancients had developed a qeologi/a, but amongst 
Hellenistic theologians there was an admixture of useful and useless theology.  For 
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 Or. 31.3, De Spiritu Sancto; NPNF7: 318. 
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 Beeley, Gregory of Nazianzus on the Trinity and Knowledge of God: In your Light We Shall See 
Light, (Oxford: OUP, 2008), 197.  For his full discussion on Gregory’s use of qeologi/a, see 194-201.  
1009
 For Clement’s references to qeologi/a, see Prot. IV.61.1; Prot. VI.72.1; Prot. VII.74.3; Str. 
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1010
 For the phrase, ‘the knowledge of the truth,’ Clement uses the terms gnw~sij or e0pi/gnwsij.  
For gnw~sij, see Paid. I.1.3.1; I.6.36.5; Str. II.11.52.3; Str. III.17.104.2, h9 th=j a0lhqei/aj gnw~sij 
(veritatis cognito, ANF2: 401); Str. V.1.5.2.  For e0pi/gnwsij, see Prot. IX.85.3; Paid. I.7.53.3; Str. 
VII.15.91.8.5; VII.16.95.6, pro\j th\n e0pi/gnwsij th=j a0lhqei/aj; VII.16.98.3. 
1011
 L&S, ‘qeologei=on,’ 790.  qeologe/w means to pursue study of divine beings; qeologi/a is a 
science that examines and discourses on things divine; the qeologei=on was a place above the stage in a 
theatre where the gods appeared; the noun qeolo/goj is a theologian. 
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 Str. V.12.78.4,  0Orfeu/j te au] o9 qeolo/goj. 
1013
 Str. III.3.17.1, oi9 palaioi\ qeolo/goi te kai\ ma/ntiej. 
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 Str. I.22.150.4.  Clement drew distinction between Plato and Moses, by quoting a statement 
from Numenius: ‘What is Plato but Moses speaking Attic Greek?’  He followed that statement with: 
ou[toj o9 Mwush=j qeo/logoj kai\ profh/thj. 
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example, ‘Cleanthes, the stoic philosopher, demonstrated a true theologia.’1015  
However, the Thracian Orpheus expounded ‘a theologia of idols.’1016  The philosopher 
Pherecydes of Syrus had also written a theologia, but Clement thought it to be 
obscure.
1017
  He also deems the compositions on the gods, particularly Zeus, to be 
‘theologies of insolence.’1018  In stark contrast, Clement considers the philosophy of the 
Hebrews to be the proper theologia.
1019
  The study of qeologi/a (the department of 
qeologiko/n) is styled as Moses’s fourth and highest branch of learning, which ‘Plato 
calls vision’ (h9 e0poptei/a) and ‘Aristotle terms metaphysics’ (meta\ ta\ fusika/).1020  
Clement allocates these subjects to the department of propaideia, but subordinates Plato 
and Aristotle to Moses.  It can be also be observed that Clement calls neither an Apostle 
nor a Christian author a qeolo/goj, nor does he use the term qeologi/a to describe 
theological discourse beyond ancient theologians and prophets.  It is important to 
observe that all of the theologians who composed a theologia that Clement mentions 
lived before the time of the Incarnation.   
Two passages demonstrate in what ways Clement placed Hellenistic propaideia 
beneath the Hebrew Scriptures.  Firstly, he claims that the Hebrew prophets taught 
‘Orpheus, Linus, Musæus, Homer, and Hesiod’ a theologia and showed them how to 
philosophize (filosofou=si) in a deeper way (u9ponoi/a) in order to arrive at the real 
meanings of truth.
1021
  In Clement’s thinking, the Hebrew seers taught the Greeks how 
                                                 
1015
 Prot. VI.72.1, Klea/nqhj de\ o9 Phdaseu/j, o9 a0po\ th=j Stoa=j filo/sofoj, ou0 qeogoni/an 
poihtikh/n, qeologi/an de\ a0lhqinh\n e0ndei/knutai. 
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to do a proper theologia.  Secondly, Clement recalls the event from the Gospels in 
which Jesus fed thousands of people with two fish and five loaves of barley bread.  He 
interprets one fish (an image of Gentiles) to represent encyclical studies and the other 
fish to be Greek philosophy.  The barley bread depicts the Jewish law, the preparatory 
food that represents the bread of heaven.
1022
  In this respect, Clement shows that Jesus 
fed people Greek and Hebrew propaideia before he served the ‘living’ bread of heaven, 
the divine gnosis.  Although, he claims that both streams of knowledge were 
preparatory, Clement considers the Hebrew propaideia to be ‘the really living 
philosophy and the true theologia.’1023  He discovered that this theology needed no 
revision and that it pointed perfectly to the true knowledge of God.  He therefore 
subordinates all other preparatory knowledge to the law and the prophets. 
Clement is not, however, the first to make this kind of demarcation.  Werner Jaeger 
observes that ‘Xenophanes of Colophon, with his violent attacks against the gods of 
Homer and Hesiod, was the first Greek philosopher who drew the line of demarcation 
between popular philosophy and theology.’1024  In his time, Clement ‘drew the line of 
demarcation between philosophy (and theologia) and the knowledge of God.  Perhaps, 
this demarcation is one reason why Clement wrote so little about theologia.  Unlike 
Gregory the Theologian, Clement’s use of the term theologia is a preparatory structure 
of knowledge.  In Quis Dives Salvetur, he mentions his work, peri\ a0rxw~n kai\ 
qeologi/aj, but is unwilling to elaborate on it.1025  He lacks interest in discussing 
theologia, but is energetic to write about the knowledge of God disclosed by the 
parousia and appearing of the Logos-Son, because Clement has salvific intentions.
1026
 
                                                 
1022
 Str. VI.11.94.1-5. 
1023
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1024
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1026
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2. Appearing 
 In addition to the term parousia, Clement utilizes the noun e0pifa/neia (appearance, 
manifestation) and the verb e0pifai/nw (to shew forth, to appear) to refer to the 
appearance of the Logos-Son via the Incarnation, and subsequently, throughout 
history.
1027
  Clement’s teaching on the appearing has a double significance; he appeared 
and continues to appear as Saviour and Teacher.  As Saviour, the Logos-Son provides 
salvific grace by which people inherit eternal life; as Teacher, he provides revelatory 
agency by which people apprehend the knowledge of God.   
 In a concise but dense section—Protreptikos I.7.1-4—Clement interlaces passages 
from the apostles, John and Paul—who on the whole affirm the Incarnation—with his 
theology of the appearing of the Logos as Saviour and Teacher.
1028
  This literary move, 
portrayed in the passage below, shows that the appearing of the Logos-Son came 
through the Incarnation, and continues throughout time. 
 2.1. Protreptikos I.7.1-4. 
Prot. I.7.1: This Logos, the Christ, is the cause of both of our being long ago—for 
‘he was in God’ [h]n e0n qew~|] and of our well-being.  Now indeed, this same Logos 
appeared to humankind [e0pefa/nh a0nqrw/poij au0to\j ou[toj o9 lo/goj], who alone 
is both God and man [ o9 mo/noj a1mfw, qeo\j te kai\ a1nqrwpoj] the Cause of all 
good things for us; from whom while learning how to live the good life, [we] are 
sent to eternal life.   
 
Prot. I.7.2: For in the words of that divinely sounding apostle of the Lord, ‘the 
saving grace of God has appeared to all humanity [pa~sin a1nqrw/poij e0pefa/nh], 
instructing us that, denying ungodliness and worldly lusts, we are to live soberly, 
justly, and godly in the present age, while anticipating with favour the blessed hope 
and the appearing [th\n makari/an e0lpi/da kai\ e0pifa/neian] of the glory of the 
great God and our Saviour, Jesus Christ.’1029 
 
Prot. I.7.3: This is the New Song, the appearing that is now shining among us [h9 
e0pifa/neia h9 nu=n e0kla/myasa e0n h9mi=n], the one who exists in the beginning, even 
the preexisting Logos.  Recently, the pre-existing Saviour appeared [e0pefa/nh 
                                                 
 
1027
 Clement also uses passive forms of o9ra/w to refer to the appearing: o0fqei/j, ‘having been seen’ 
(Paid. II.8.75.2.); and w1fqh, ‘was seen’ (Str. V.6.39.2; Str. VII.2.8.6). 
 
1028
 For John and Logos: Jn. 1:1-3, 14 and 1Jn. 1:1-2; and for John’s apologia against Docetism, see 
1Jn. 4:2-3.  For Paul and the coming of the Son in the flesh: Rom. 1:3-4; Gal. 4:4; Phil. 2:6-7. 
 
1029
 Tit. 2:11-13. 
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e1nagxoj o9 prow\n swth/r]; the one who really exists appeared [e0pefa/nh o9 e0n tw~| 
o1nti w1n]; for ‘the Logos who was with God’ [appeared] as [our] Teacher, [viz.] the 
Logos appeared by whom ‘all things were created [e0pifa/nh w[| ta\ pa/nta 
dedhmiou/rghtai lo/goj].’1030  And when in the beginning, as the Artisan who 
along with [our] formation provided life, appeared as [our] Teacher, he taught us 
the good life [to\ eu] zh=n e0di/dacen e0pifanei\j w9j dida/skaloj], in order that 
finally as God, he might supply everlasting life. 
 
Prot. I.7.4: And now, after appearing, [the Logos] saved alive those who were 
perishing [nu=n de\ h1dh ap0ollume/nouj e0pifanei\j perise/swken]. 
 
Where a verbal form is found in this passage (whether the aorist e0pefa/nh, or the 
participle e0pifanei/j), Clement points to the appearing of the Logos as a past event (but 
rows 2 and 9 in the table below could refer also to ongoing appearances); where he uses 
the noun (e0pifa/neia), he denotes recurrent appearances as they seem to refer to 
manifestations of the Logos-Son in Clement’s generation.  The final passage (Row 9) 
pictures salvific appearances from the Incarnation onward. 
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Summary Table: Protreptikos I.7.1-4 
Row Text Incarnation and Appearing Continuous Appearing Greek 
Term 
 
1 
Prot. 
I.7.1 
 
Jn. 
1:1 
This Logos, the Christ, is the 
cause of our being long 
ago—for ‘he was in God’ 
and of our well-being, this 
same Logos appeared to 
humankind. 
  
e0pefa/nh 
 
2 
Prot. 
I.7.2 
Titus 
2:11 
‘The saving grace of God has 
appeared to all humanity.’ 
  
e0pefa/nh 
 
3 
Prot. 
I.7.2 
Titus 
2:13 
 Anticipating with favour 
the blessed hope and the 
appearing of the glory. 
 
e0pifa/neian 
 
4 
Prot. 
I.7.3 
 This is the New Song, 
the appearing that is 
now shining among us. 
 
epifa/neia 
 
5 
Prot. 
I.7.3 
Recently, the pre-existing 
Saviour appeared. 
 e0pefa/nh 
 
6 
Prot. 
I.7.3 
Jn. 
1:1 
The one [Logos] who really 
exists  appeared; the Logos 
who ‘was with God’ 
[appeared] as [our] Teacher 
 e0pefa/nh 
 
[e0pefa/nh] 
 
7 
Prot.  
I.7.3 
Jn. 
1:3 
The Logos appeared by 
whom ‘all things were 
created.’ 
  
e0pefa/nh 
 
8 
Prot. 
I.7.3 
The Artisan…appeared as 
[our] Teacher. 
 e0pifanei/j 
 
9 
Prot. 
I.7.4 
And now, having appeared, 
[the Logos] saved alive those 
who were perishing. 
 
 
 
 
e0pifanei/j 
 
 Noting that the main topic in Protreptikos I is the Incarnation of the Logos of God 
(I.8.4), and observing that the primary subject of Protreptikos I.7.1-4 is the preexisting 
Logos, Clement’s use of John 1:1-3 in this section is key, because the apostle uses John 
1:1-3 to set the backdrop for his doctrine of the Incarnation in John 1:14-18.  The Logos 
who is God and the Creator of all things became flesh and gave of his fullness to 
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people.  Clement has in mind to use John 1:1-3 in this passage to indicate that the 
appearing of the Logos was as anthropos (Protreptikos I.7.1), and that the Logos-Son 
appeared to humankind as both Saviour and Teacher (Protreptikos I.7.3).  The 
argument here is to show that Clement's doctrine of the appearing is rooted in Scripture, 
focused on salvation, consequential to the Incarnation, and reflects more vividly the 
function of his claim to a gnostic tradition. 
2.2. Appearing as Salvific Event 
Referring to the Christ-event, Clement draws from Paul’s theology in Titus: 
‘According to that divinely sounding [qespe/sion] apostle of the Lord, “the salvific 
grace of God [h9 xa/rij h9 tou= qeou= swth/rioj] has appeared to all of humanity.”’1031  
This saving grace came to humanity, not through Moses, but ‘through Jesus Christ’ 
(John 1:17), whom Clement calls the New Song.
1032
  He reports that ‘the apostolic 
writing’ tells us:  
‘After that the kindness and philanthropy of God our Saviour appeared [e0pifa/nh], 
not from works which we have done in righteousness, but according to his mercy 
he saved us.’  Behold the might of the New Song; it has made men out of stones, 
men out of beasts.  Those that were as dead, not being partakers of the truly 
existing life, have come to life again, simply by becoming hearers of this song.
1033
 
 
Clement claims that the saving activity, described by Paul, was taking place during his 
own lifetime, illustrating that ‘the appearing of this Logos [e0pifane/ntoj tou= lo/gou 
tou=de]’ is an ongoing salvific work, expressing divine grace and making men (true 
humans) out of beasts. 
To measure the magnitude of this salvific work, Clement provides a mystical 
interpretation of the 360 bells suspended from the robe of the Hebrew High Priest, 
which signify the space of a year; thus, the bells proclaim the ‘acceptable year of the 
                                                 
1031
 Prot. I.7.2; Tit. 2:11. 
1032
 Paid. I.7.60.2; Q.d.s. 8.1. 
 
1033
 Prot. I.4.4; Tit. 3:4-5. 
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Lord.’1034  As a kerygmatic symbol, they symbolize the ‘preaching and catechizing [of] 
the greatest appearing of the Saviour [khru/sswn kai\ kathxw~n th\n megi/sthn tou= 
swth=roj e0pifa/neian].’1035  Clement also confirms that this appearing was through the 
Incarnation: ‘The robe prophesied his economy in the flesh [th\n kata\ sa/rka 
profhteu/ein oi0konomi/an], through which he was seen [w1fqh] in closer proximity to 
the world.’1036  In another place, he asks his students ‘where was the window through 
which the Lord was shown?’  He tells them that it was through ‘the flesh, by which he 
was manifested [h9 sa/rc, di’ h[j pefane/rwtai].’1037  The appearing of the Logos-Son 
is salvific activity, rooted in Pauline theology, and was an appearing in the flesh that 
was consequential to the Incarnation. 
2.3. Appearing as Revelatory Agency 
 Similar to some Gnostics regarding the disclosure of hidden gnosis, Clement 
reports that Clement of Rome wrote in his letter to the Corinthians: ‘“Through Jesus 
Christ our foolish and darkened mind springs up again into the light [dia\  0Ihsou= 
Xristou= h9 a0su/netoj kai\ e0skotisme/nh dia/noia h9mw~n a0naqa/llei ei0j to\ fw~j].  
Through this, the Master wished for us to taste the knowledge of immortality [dia\ 
tou/tou h0qe/lhsen o9 despo/thj th=j a0qana/tou gnw/sewj h9ma~j geu/sasqai].”’1038  
The ‘knowledge of immortality’ is hidden under the plain reading of Scripture, but 
revealed by the appearing of Christ.  Revelatory agency is divine inspiration into the 
human intellect (logikos) that dispels ignorance.  Clement gives the details: 
Such also is the manner according to the appearing of the Lord [o9 th\n e0pifa/neian 
tou= kuri/ou tro/poj].  At the time when the divine power breathes down upon the 
thoughts of humans and their reflections [kata\ e0pinoi/aj tw~n a0nqrw/pwn kai\ 
tou\j e0pilogismou\j e0mpnei= ti [kai\] h9 du/namij], it places in their hearts both 
                                                 
1034
 Lk. 4:19. 
 
1035
 Str. V.6.37.4; Lk. 4:19. 
 
1036
 Str. V.6.39.2. 
1037
 Paid. I.5.23.1; here, Clement uses fanero/w, to ‘make manifest.’ 
 
1038
 Str. IV.17.110.2; 1Clem. 36.2.  See Gos.Truth I.3.21.26-22.13; Ap.John II.1.30.33-31.22. 
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strength and a more accurate perception [e0nti/qhsi tai=j fresi\n i0sxu/n te kai\ 
sunai/sqhsin a0kribeste/ran], while furnishing proficiency and the grounds of 
confidence for the purpose of research and works [me/noj te kai\ qa/rsoj 
proqumi/aj e0pi/ te ta\j zhth/seij e0pi/ te ta\ e1rga pare/xousa].1039 
 
Mystically speaking, the moment a person receives inspiration and understanding in the 
knowledge of God is an appearing of the Logos-Son. 
Unlike the Gnostics, who revised Scripture, Clement advances the diligent practice 
of studying Scripture, because inquiry into prophetic and apostolic knowledge of God is 
the spiritual posture that anticipates an appearing.  ‘To those who ask questions in the 
Scriptures, there is given from God (that at which they aim) the gift of the God-given 
knowledge.’1040  He expands on this revelatory phenomenon with his reading of Jesus’s 
parable of the wise virgins: 
The lamps of the wise virgins were lit up during the night amidst a great darkness 
of ignorance [e0n po/llw| tw~| th=j a0gnoi/aj sko/tei], which the Scripture intimates 
as the dark of night [h4n nu/kta h0|ni/cato h9 grafh].  Prudent souls, pure as virgins, 
understanding themselves to be located in the ignorance of the world [e0n a0gnoi/a| 
kaqestw/saj kosmikh=|], they cling to the light [to\ fw~j a0na/ptousi], raise up the 
mind [to\n nou=n e0gei/rousi], enlighten the darkness [fwti/zousi to\ sko/toj], drive 
out ignorance [th\n a1gnoian e0celau/nousi], seek the truth [zhtou=si th\n 
a0lh/qeian], and they patiently wait for the appearing of the teacher [tou= 
didaska/lou th\n e0pifa/neian a0name/nousi].1041 
 
Clement uses a mixed metaphor to make his point: rather than virgins waiting for the 
‘bridegroom’ (Matthew 25:10), they await the Teacher.1042  The implication is that the 
virgins are those ‘wise souls’ who keep themselves pure by resisting heretical teachings 
and seek the truth hidden in Scripture.  ‘Such are the Gnostic souls,’ Clement muses, 
‘which the Gospel likens to the consecrated virgins who wait for the Lord.’1043  The 
truth that appears is the Teacher himself, not a Gnostic myth.  This Teacher provides 
the epistemic agency to grasp the truth and appears as the content of the truth.   
                                                 
 
1039
 Str. VI.17.161.2-3. 
 
1040
 Str. VIII.1.2.1; ANF2: 558. 
 
1041
 Str. V.3.17.3; Matt. 25:1-10. 
 
1042
 It is not known if Clement had a version of the Gospel that contained the term dida/skaloj, or 
if this reading was common currency in Christian circles. 
 
1043
 Str. VII.12.72.5. 
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The two functions of the appearing of the Logos-Son—saving and teaching—are 
characterized by the way Clement coordinates the two roles of the ‘Saviour and 
Teacher.’1044  Clement reasons that, since people are unable to see the regions of God 
because they are fraught with impediments and are in need healing, the ‘Saviour was 
sent as a Teacher and Leader for the possession of the good.’1045  This coordination 
means that there are two operations in one event.  While the Saviour saves, the saving 
power is also teaching; while the Teacher teaches, the knowledge apprehended is 
saving.  The Saviour appeared as Teacher, because ‘the teaching according to the 
Saviour is the wisdom and power of God.’1046  To our Alexandrine teacher, the 
parousia and appearing of the Logos-Son as Saviour and Teacher gave to humankind a 
form of teaching inimitable to his former learning, because this knowledge is energetic 
to lead people to become gods. 
E. Anthropos Becomes Theos 
An interesting way to envisage the Incarnation’s link to the doctrine of the 
exchange in Clement’s works is through his imagery of a yoke.  His teaching on the 
yoke is reserved for this section, because it illustrates well the purpose of the 
Incarnation as it presents the second part of the exchange: The Logos-Son as Teacher 
‘yokes’ human beings to God through the knowledge of God.   
1. Yoked to Logos-Son 
In Protreptikos I, Clement cites Jesus’s statement: ‘No one knows God except the 
Son, and to whom the Son reveals [God].’1047  This is the only place Clement uses qeo/n 
rather than pate/ra, where quoting Matthew 11:27; all other references use 
                                                 
1044
 See Prot. I.7.3; Str. II.5.24.3.  In this passage, Clement adds God to the equation: a0ciopi/sw| 
didaska/lw| tw~| mo/nw| swth=ri qew~|: ‘to the worthy teacher, the only Saviour, God.’  Also, see Str. 
VII.3.21.4 and Q.d.s. 6.1. 
 
1045
 Str. V.1.7.8, katape/mpetai o9 swth\r, th=j a0gaqou= kth/sewj dida/skalo/j te kai\ xorhgo/j. 
1046
 Str. I.20.100.1, h9 kata\ to\n swth=ra didaskali/a, «du/namij» ou]sa kai\ «sofi/a tou= qeou=.» 
 
1047
 Matt. 11:27; Prot. I.10.3, qeo\n ou0dei\j e1gnw, ei0 mh\ o9 ui9o\j kai\ w[| a2n o9 ui9o\j a0pokalu/ptei. 
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pate/ra.1048  In the Paidagogos and Stromateis, Clement quotes Matthew 11:27 
verbatim: ‘“No one knows the Father except the Son and to whom he wishes to reveal 
[the Father].”’1049  Clement interprets this relation between the Father and the Son as an 
‘equal balance.’  He comments on Matthew 11:27 this way: ‘He announced earlier the 
good righteousness from heaven that “no one knows the Son except the Father,” and 
then said, “no one [knows] the Father except the Son.”  This knowledge is a counter-
balance for equality, the symbol of ancient righteousness.’1050  The relationship between 
the Father and the Son is a ‘counter-balance for equality,’ because the Father knows the 
Son; and equally, the Son knows the Father.  There is an equal yoke of knowing each 
other upon Father and Son.  However, between God and humans, there is imbalance; 
God knows people, but people do not know God.  For this reason, Clement sets the 
Incarnation as central to his teachings, because by it, ‘God has made known to us the 
face of the good yoke of righteousness [a0gaqou= zugou= pro/swpon h9mi=n dikaiosu/nhj 
gnwri/santoj tou= qeou=], which is Jesus, through whom we know God by the equally 
balanced scale.’1051 
Accordingly, the incarnate Logos-Son is the ‘face of the good yoke of 
righteousness,’ because as God, he properly sees the face of anthropos, and as 
anthropos, he rightly sees the face of God.  Through the Incarnation, God became 
yoked to anthropos, and through knowledge of God, anthropos becomes yoked to God; 
this is the balanced scale.  Through this yoke, believers cast off corruption and ascend 
to God.  Clement conveys Christ’s movement to lead anthropos upward this way  
                                                 
 
1048
 Stählin’s Citenregister shows eleven mentions of Matthew 11:27 in Clement’s works.  See 
Stählin, Clemens Alexandrinus Vierter Band die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei 
Jahrhunderte, (1936) 12. 
 
1049
 See Paid. I.9.88.3; Str. I.28.178.2; Str. V.13.85.1; Str. VII.18.109.5. 
 
1050
 Paid. I.9.88.2-3, kai\ prw~toj ou[toj th\n e0c ou0ranw~n a0gaqh\n kath/ggeilen dikaiosu/nhn, 
«ou0dei\j e1gnw to\n ui9o\n ei0 mh\ o9 path\r» le/gwn, «ou0de\ to\n pate/ra ei0 mh\ o9 ui9o/j.»  au3th h9 
a0ntitalanteu/ousa gnw~sij e0p’ i1shj dikaiosu/nhj a0rxai/aj su/mbolon. 
 
1051
 Paid. I.8.71.3, a0gaqou= zugou= pro/swpon h9mi=n [dikaiosu/nhj] to\n  0Ihsou=n gnwri/santoj 
tou= qeou=, di’ ou[ kai\ to\n qeo\n, oi[on e0k truta/nhj i0sosqenou=j, e1gnwmen. 
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I wish to restore you to the original model [a0rxe/tupon], in order that you may 
become also like me [i3na moi kai\ o3moioi ge/nhsqe].  I shall anoint you with the 
unguent of faith, by which you cast off corruption; I shall show you the bare form 
of righteousness through which you ascend to God [di’ ou[ pro\j to\n qeo\n 
a0naba/inete].  ‘Come to me all that labour and are heavy laden, and I shall rest you 
[ka0gw\ a0napau/sw u9ma~j]; take my yoke upon you and learn from me [a1rate to\n 
zugo/n mou e0f’ u9ma=j kai\ ma/qete a0p’ e0mou=], because I am meek and humble in 
heart, and you shall find rest for your souls.  For my yoke is useful [xrhsto/j] and 
my load is light [e0lafro/n].’1052 
 
The Teacher yokes anthropos to God through ‘super-celestial’ lessons: ‘Learn from 
me,’ he says.  Clement understands Christ saying: I am God and equally I have become 
man, but people are human and must learn the way to become God from the Logos-Son.   
In his own didactic work, Clement attempts to yoke people to the knowledge of 
God, calling them to forsake the heavy yoke of iniquity, for even the ‘Poets agree with 
Scripture and call sin a heavy yoke.’1053  In exchange for this weighty yoke, which 
keeps people earth-bound to the sensible region, Clement offers the Teacher’s light and 
divine yoke (to\n qei=on zugo/n), the knowledge of righteousness, as the way believers 
ascend to God.
1054
  In this way, the Logos-Son ‘leads us by his mild and human loving 
yoke of godliness [pra~on kai\ fila/nqrwpon th=j qeosebei/aj meta/gwn h9ma~j 
zugo\n], calling again to the heavens those who had been helplessly hurled down to the 
ground [au]qij ei0j ou0ranou\j a0nakalei/tai tou\j ei0j gh=n e0rrimmme/nouj].’1055  He 
redirects humanity toward the heavens, so that  
while we attempt piously to advance, we receive the useful yoke of the Lord 
[e0kde/cetai o9 xrhsto\j tou= kuri/ou zugo/j] from faith to faith, one Charioteer 
driving each one of us onward to salvation, in such a way that the appropriate fruit 
of happiness might be attained [o3pwj o9 prosh/kwn th=j eu0daimoni/aj 
perige/nhtai karpo/j].1056 
                                                 
1052
 Prot. XII.120.5; Matt. 11:29; Str. V.5.30.3. 
 
1053
 Str. II.5.22.4-5. 
 
1054
 Str. II.20.123.2. 
 
1055
 Prot. I.3.2. 
1056
 Str. II.20.126.3. 
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Through the Incarnation and didactic mission, this ‘good Charioteer of human beings’ 
has ‘yoked the team of humankind to God,’ in order to ‘lead each one to incorruption,’ 
which for Clement, yields happiness.
1057
   
Accordingly, Clement portrays Christ balancing the scale in the divine and human 
relationship in the sense that the Son came as the Revealer of the Father and as the yoke 
between God and humankind.  The imagery of the yoke illustrates how the divine 
Logos, in becoming anthropos, functions as the Agent of revelation—revealing God as 
Father—yoking humankind to God though his teachings.  Considering Clement’s 
emphasis on the knowledge of God, particularly through the Logos and Scripture, it will 
be helpful to examine in part his usage of relevant knowledge terms. 
2. Knowledge Terminology 
Clement regularly uses three knowledge terms set in two categories: (1) observable 
knowledge (e0pisth/mh) and (2) revealed knowledge (gnw~sij and e0pi/gnwsij).  The 
term e0pisth/mh means empirical, scientific, and technical knowledge; it is contrasted 
with ‘opinion’ (do/ca), or indemonstrable propositions.1058  Clement stresses the 
accuracy of e0pisth/mh, because it is visible, reliable knowledge.1059  He therefore uses 
e0pisth/mh to describe the ‘observable narrative’ of the Logos-Son: 
On the one hand, God being indemonstrable [qeo\j a0napo/deiktoj w1n] is not an 
object for empirical knowledge [ou0k e1stin e0pisthmoniko/j].  But, on the other 
hand, the Son is wisdom, knowledge, truth [o9 de\ ui9o\j sofi/a te e0sti kai\ 
e0pisth/mh kai\ a0lh/qeia], and other things similar to this; and in fact, he even has a 
demonstration of proof and a detailed narrative [a0po/deicin e1xei kai\ die/codon].1060 
 
                                                 
 
1057
 Prot. XII.121.1. 
1058
 Clement rarely uses e0pisth/mh for knowledge of God, but see Str. VII.5.29.8, e0pisth/mhn qeou=; 
Q.d.s. 7.2, e0pisth/mh qeou=. 
 
1059
 Paid. II.7.58.2, la/lhson kai\ e0n a0kribei/a| e0pisth/mhj: ‘to speak even with accuracy of 
knowledge.’ 
 
1060
 Str. IV.25.156.1. 
 221 
 
The life of Christ was a visible story, disclosing what God does and exposing who God 
is, and this self-exposition through the Incarnation and narrative of the Logos-Son is 
reliable knowledge. 
 An intelligent movement from e0pisth/mh ascending towards gnw~sij can be 
identified in Clement’s epistemology: ‘The real knowledge [h9 tw~| o1nti e0pisth/mh], 
which we say only the Gnostic has, is reliable comprehension through true and steadfast 
words, leading upward to the knowledge of the cause [e0pi\ th\n th=j ai0ti/aj gnw~sin 
a0na/gousa].’1061  Clement is saying that gnw~sij explains the unseen causes of the 
effects that e0pisth/mh observes.  Thus, e0pisth/mh can recognize the visible narrative of 
the Logos-Son, but gnw~sij helps one go beyond his flesh to behold the Saviour and 
Teacher.  Likewise, e0pisth/mh can identify the sun, moon, and stars and may surmise 
there is a transcendent Creator, but gnw~sij helps one go beyond the cosmic bodies to 
discover the Creator as the cause.  As reliable knowledge, e0pisth/mh points believers 
upward, leading those who ‘take the adventure to go beyond to the God of the universe 
[tolma~| te e0pe/keina e0pi\ to\n tw~n o3lwn qeo/n].’1062  The term e0pisth/mh does not 
appear in the New Testament.
1063
  It follows consistently that the terms used in the 
letters of the apostles for the knowledge of God are gnw~sij and e0pi/gnwsij.1064 
 The terms gnw~sij and e0pi/gnwsij speak of revealed and intellectual (spiritual) 
knowledge taught by the Logos-Son.
1065
  To point out his teachings on the knowledge 
of God, Clement composed the phrase h9 gnw~sij tou= qeou= and h9 e0pi/gnwsij tou= qeou=  
                                                 
1061
 Str. VI.18.162.4, h9 ga\r tw~| o1nti episth/mh h3n famen mo/non e1xein to\n gnwstiko/n, 
kata/lhyij e0sti bebai/a dia\ lo/gwn a0lhqw~n kai\ bebai/wn e0pi\ th\n th=j ai0ti/aj gnw~sin a0na/gousa. 
 1062 Str. I.28.177.1. 
1063
 In the NT, the verb e0pi/stamai is found fourteen times, and only one is in a ‘knowledge of God’ 
context.  Acts 18:25 refers to Apollo ‘knowing only the baptism of John’ (e0pista/menoj mo/non to\ 
ba/ptisma  0Iwa/nou).  This use is consistent, as the baptism of John was propaideia (Heb. 6:1-3), 
preparing the way for gnosis (Christ). 
1064
 The term gnw~sij shows up at least 28 times in the NT; with the exception of two references—
Lk. 1:77 and Lk. 11:52—all other references are by Peter and Paul.  The word e0pi/gnwsij appears at 
least 20 times and all references are by Peter and Paul. 
 
1065
 Str. VI.7.61.1. 
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in variant forms.
1066  
It is important to keep this observation in mind, because Clement 
frequently modifies gnw~sij and e0pi/gnwsij with tou= qeou=.  His idea of gnosis is 
specified knowledge ‘of God.’  He writes: ‘the will of God is e0pi/gnwsij tou= qeou= 
[qe/lhma de\ tou= qeou= e0pi/gnwsij tou= qeou~], which is participation in immortality 
[h3tij e0sti\ koinwni/a a0fqarsi/aj].’1067  The will of God is to live a pure and virtuous 
life ‘by the e0pignw/sewj tou= qeou=, which is to obey his precepts.1068  To understand 
the knowledge of God or divine commands is to apprehend the thoughts of God, and 
therefore, it is to have intimate knowledge of God himself.  Accordingly, when the true 
Gnostic is given the opportunity ‘to choose th\n gnw~sin tou= qeou= or everlasting 
salvation,’ the Gnostic ‘without any hesitation would choose th\n gnw~sin tou= qeou=,’ 
because the knowledge leads easily to salvation.
1069
  In this way, Clement emphasizes 
that it is worthwhile for us ‘to reach th\n gnw~sin tou= qeou=.’1070  These texts show that 
when discussing gnosis in his works, Clement is referring to a living knowledge about 
divine and human relations. 
Generally, gnw~sij and e0pi/gnwsij are interchangeable terms; however, Clement 
uses gnw~sij far more frequently than e0pi/gnwsij.  Perhaps the reason for this 
                                                 
1066
 Clement provides no less than twenty-eight explicit references using gnw~sij with qeou=.  Some 
examples are: Prot. X.105.2, tw~| speu/donti pro\j gnw~sin qeou=; Paid. I.3.7.3, to\n de\ ei0j gnw~sin 
a0fike/sqai qeou=; Str. III.5.43.1, qeou= de\ gnw~sin la/bein; Str. IV.4.16.3, th\n tou= o1ntwj o1ntoj gnw~sin 
qeou; Str. V.1.8.6, th\n gnw~sin tou= e9no\j kai\ mo/nou qeou=; Str. VI.7.55.2, toute/sti gnw/sewj tou= ui9ou= 
tou= qeou=; Str. VII.5.29.5, h9 peri\ tou= qeou= gnw~sij; Ecl.Proph. 3.57.2, e1xei th\n peri\ qeou= gnw~sin.  For 
other passages, see Prot. VIII.77.3; X.100.3; XII.120.3; Paid. I.3.7.3; Str. II.11.51.1; II.20.109.2; 
III.5.42.1, gnw~sin e1xein qeou= (Dei habeat cognitionem, ANF2: 388); Str. III.17.103.2, h9 gnw~sij tou= 
qeou= (Dei cognitio, ANF2: 401); Str. IV.3.12.2; IV.4.15.5; IV.22.136.5; V.1.7.5; VII.5.29.5. h9 peri\ tou= 
qeou= gnw~sij.  There are at least fifteen direct references using e0pi/gnwsij with qeou=.  Some examples 
are: Prot. VI.72.5, ei0j e0pi/gnwsin qeou= e0pipnoi/a| qeou=; Paid. II.1.14.6, i3na w]men ei0j e0pi/gnwsin 
gegono/tej tou= qeou=; Str. IV.6.27.2, qe/lhma de\ tou= qeou= e0pi/gnwsij tou= qeou=; Str. V.10.60.2, 
au0cano/menoi th=| e0pignw/sei tou= qeou=; Str. VI.11.88.4, kat’ e0pi/pnoian tou= lo/gou kai\ kat’ 
e0pi/gnwsin tou= qeou=; and Str. VI.15.122.3, ei0j th\n e0pi/gnwsin tou= pantokra/toroj qeou= a0fikoi/meqa.  
For other passages, see Paid. I.5.18.3; Str. IV.3.9.6, IV.4.15.3, IV.6.39.4, IV.21.132.1; Str. VI.8.65.6; Str. 
VII.2.5.2.  Here, neither the indirect references to the knowledge of God using gnw~sij and e0pi/gnwsij 
nor the use of au0tou=, such as h9 de\ e0pi/gnwsij au0tou= (Q.d.s. 7.3.) have been adduced. 
1067
 Str. IV.6.27.2,  
1068
 Str. IV.4.15.3, met’ e0pignw/sewj tou= qeou=, h9 tai=j e0ntwlai=j u9pakhou=sa. 
1069
 Str. IV.22.136.5. 
1070
 Str. II.11.51.1, epi\ th\n a0fiknei=sqai gnw~sin tou= qeou. 
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convention is that Paul uses the term gnw~sij exclusively in his Corinthian 
correspondence.
1071
  Clement draws from these letters repeatedly to advance his 
theological discourse.
1072
  Where Clement uses e0pi/gwsij for the mystery of the 
knowledge of God, he generally quotes from Paul’s two letters: Ephesians and 
Colossians.
1073
  When Clement employs gnw~sij to mean both gnw~sij and e0pi/gwsij 
as knowledge of God, the term gnw~sij takes on an overarching characteristic.   
 Clement’s criterion for obtaining gnosis is pistis (faith).  He argues that knowledge 
is not without faith and faith is not without knowledge, just as the Father is not without 
the Son and the Son is not without the Father.
1074
  Theologically speaking, the Son is 
always with the Father and the Father is always with the Son; epistemologically 
speaking, gnosis contains faith and faith contains gnosis.  Clement is saying that the 
Father and Son are indivisible, so also, faith and knowledge are inseparable.  In this 
light, when one believes, one will know; when one receives true gnosis, one believes: 
‘Knowledge, accordingly, is characterized by faith; and faith, by a certain divine mutual 
and reciprocal correspondence, becomes characterized by knowledge.’1075 
3. Assuming Gnw~sij as Lo/goj 
 Looking back to the proto-formation, Clement emphasizes that ‘humanity 
previously came into existence for the knowledge of God.’1076  He reiterates this point 
in relation to the regeneration: ‘but we have come into a new state of being in order that 
we might exist for the knowledge of God.’1077  As explained in the section on the 
                                                 
1071
 Paul uses the term gnw~sij sixteen times in the letters to the Corinthians: 1Cor. 1:5; 8:1 (twice), 
8:7, 10, 11; 12:8; 13:2, 8; 14:6; and 2Cor. 2:14; 4:6; 6:6; 8:7; 10:5; 11:6.  In other NT letters, Paul uses 
e0pi/gwsij almost exclusively. 
1072
 Stählin’s register shows Clement cited from 1Cor. more than 365 times, and from 2Cor. at least 
104; see Stählin, Clemens Alexandrinus Vierter Band, 19-22. 
1073
 Eph. 3:3-5; Str. I.28.179.1; Str. V.10.60.1; Col. 1:9-10; 2:2; Str. V.10.60.2. 
 
1074
 Str. V.1.1.2-3. 
 
1075
 Wilson, ANF2: 350; Str. II.4.16.2. 
 
1076
 Str. VI.8.65.6, a1nqrwpoj prohgoume/nwj ge/gonen ei0j e0pi/gnwsin qeou=. 
 
1077
 Paid. II.1.14.6, gego/namen de\ ou0x i3na e0sqi/wmen kai\ pi/nwmen, a0ll’ i3na w]men ei0j e0pi/gnwsin 
gegono/tej tou= qeou=. 
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parousia—specifically the double descent and the unity of the two covenants—the 
Logos-Son is the divine gnosis revealed from the Scriptures, which is the deifying 
potency for those who are awakened to the knowledge of God.  This explains Clement’s 
emphasis on both Logos and gnosis throughout his writings: he equates gnosis with 
Logos.  For instance, Clement speaks on God’s behalf: ‘I give you Logos, the gnosis of 
God; I give myself perfectly.’1078  When God gives true gnosis, he gives himself; when 
he gives himself, he gives true knowledge.  Since the Logos is God, then to receive 
gnosis is to imbibe God, the Logos.
1079
  For, ‘the food and drink of the divine Logos is 
gnosis of the divine essence.’1080  In this way, people become gods ‘by the inspiration 
of the Logos [e0pi/pnoian tou= lo/gou] and the knowledge of God [e0pi/gnwsij tou= 
qeou=.].’1081  Such epignosis bears the ontological stamp of the divine Logos, which 
impresses the soul with ‘the image of God, the divine and royal Logos, the impassible 
anthropos [ei0kw\n me\n ga\r qeou= lo/goj qei=oj kai\ basiliko/j, a1nqrwpoj 
a0paqh/j].’1082  We can now crack open the gate and begin to discern that Clement’s 
path to becoming theos is through assuming gnosis as Logos. 
4. Psalms 82:6 and Becoming God 
Clement’s teaching on becoming theos is grounded in his reading of the prophetic 
statement in Psalms 82:6 that declares human beings are gods.  With his teaching on the 
second aspect of the exchange formula that anthropos becomes theos, Clement places 
before the Christian community a towering objective for human existence.  It is 
requisite, therefore, to sketch out what Clement lays out as the process for becoming 
God and to illustrate what becoming theos is for anthropos. 
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 Clement interprets the divine utterance in Psalms 82:6, ‘I said, “You are gods and 
all of you are sons of the Highest,’” as a prophetic declaration concerning human 
destiny.
1083
  He utilizes this passage in his doctrine of baptism, professing that water 
baptism is initiation into the process of becoming a god: ‘Upon being baptized, we are 
enlightened; being enlightened, we become sons; upon becoming sons, we are made 
perfect; and being perfected, we become immortal.  “I,” he says, “have said that you are 
gods and all sons of the Highest.”’1084  Clement inserts Psalms 82:6 into this text to 
show that baptism is the liminal passage from being mortal to entering the early stages 
of deification.
1085
  Norman Russell reads the passage to say that the one baptized is 
immediately made a god, but Clement actually believes ‘perfection and immortality 
need to be brought to fulfilment in eternity,’ because they are ‘simultaneously both 
realized and unrealized.’1086  This concept is not without difficulty to discern in 
Clement’s works, and Russell may be correct.  Nevertheless, with a closer look at the 
evidence, it is difficult to conclude that Clement believes anything promised by God 
through prophecy and carried out by divine providence—such as the economy of 
salvation—could go ‘unrealized.’  He never tells the true Gnostic, even when reaching 
the ‘endless end,’ that they have ‘realized’ too much.  What follows, therefore, is a 
sketch of how Clement thinks a true Christian becomes a god in this lifetime. 
 Clement’s strategy to lead people to become gods is three-fold.  Firstly, as seen in 
the discussion above on ‘assuming gnosis as Logos,’ one becomes theos by receiving 
God, the Logos.  A way to see what Clement means by becoming theos is to return to 
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his exchange statement in Protreptikos I.8.4.  He ends the sentence with a1nqrwpoj 
ge/netai qeo/j, but he begins it with o9 lo/goj o9 tou= qeou~ a1nqrwpoj geno/menoj, which 
suggests that to become theos means to become like Logos.  The exchange implies that 
becoming Logos mirrors the Incarnation: The Logos-Son became anthropos by 
assuming sarx; that is, he became what we are.  To mirror this, anthropos becomes God 
by assuming Logos; that is, anthropos becomes what he is.  Clement explicitly shows 
this in Paidagogos III.1:  
But that man in whom the Logos dwells [o9 de\ a1nqrwpoj e0kei=noj, w[ su/noikoj o9 
lo/goj] does not embellish or fabricate himself; he has the form of the Logos 
[morfh\n e1xei th\n tou= lo/gou]; he is made like to God [e0comoiou=tai tw~| qew~|]; he 
is beautiful, and he does not show off [his appearance]; he is the true beauty, and 
he is God [ka/llo/j e0sti to\ a0lhqino/n, kai\ o9 qeo/j e0stin].  That person becomes 
god [qeo\j de\ e0kei=noj o9 a1nqrwpoj gi/netai], because God wills it [o3ti bou/letai 
o4 qeo/j].1087 
 
This passage raises the important point: Assimilation to the likeness of God and 
becoming theos are made possible by receiving Logos.  Notably, Clement uses the term 
gi/nomai and reverses the order of the change.  Rather than God becoming anthropos, 
anthropos ‘becomes’ theos.  How is this possible?  Through the indwelling of the 
Logos, anthropos ‘possesses the form of the Logos.’  Clement thinks taking on the form 
of the Logos happens because the Logos ‘is God in the form of man…the Logos who is 
God, who is in the Father, who is at the Father’s right hand, and with the form of God is 
God.  He is to us a spotless image; to him we must attempt with all of our strength to 
assimilate our soul.’1088   
The Incarnation made this indwelling possible in the sense that, when the Logos 
became a human being, he took on the form of anthropos and can therefore enter 
humankind as the divine man and stamp his image upon the soul.
1089
  In this way, 
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humans take on the form of the Logos.  Irenaeus puts it this way: ‘It was for this end 
that the Word of God became man, and He who was the Son of God became the Son of 
man, that man, having been taken into the Word, and receiving the adoption, might 
become the son of God.’1090 
 Secondly, inquiry into Scripture and the disclosure of hidden gnosis by the Logos-
Son provide deifying potency.  One term Clement uses to depict the process of 
deification is qeopoie/w.  Russell observes that in ‘each of the three occasions on which 
[Clement] uses the term qeopoie/w in a Christian context it denotes the effect of the 
communication of Christ’s teaching through the Scriptures.’1091  In effect, the Scriptures 
are energetic for ‘sanctifying and deifying humankind [ta\ i9eropoiou=nta kai\ 
qeopoiou=nta gra/mmata].’1092  Similarly, God ‘deifies humanity with heavenly 
teaching [ou0rani/w| didaskali/a| qeopoiw~n to\n a1nqrwpon], putting laws into our 
minds and writing them upon our hearts.’1093  Clement, therefore, exhorts believers to 
‘fulfil the Father’s will, listen to the Logos [a0kou/wmen tou= lo/gou], take on the impress 
of the truly saving life of our Saviour,’ and from the Scriptures, ‘study the heavenly 
mode of life by which we are being deified [kaq’ h4n e0kqeou/meqa].’1094  Consequently, 
for those who study to be God, ‘prudence is divine gnosis and it springs up in those 
who are being deified [e0n toi=j qeopoioume/noij].’1095  Since Clement has established 
that the Scriptures are deifying, he further asserts that ‘we must follow the divine 
Scripture [katakolouqh/sasi de\ th=| qei/a| grafh=|], through which path the faithful do 
travel, being assimilated as far as possible to the Lord.’1096  For the reason that we read 
the Scriptures here, Clement must be pointing out that the results of deification are for 
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this lifetime.  Living amongst beasts and in an unsafe cosmic environment, Clement 
wants us to become gods and transcend malevolent energies. 
Thirdly, one assimilates to the likeness of God through ‘following’ the teachings of 
the Logos-Son.  Clement imports the Mosaic principle of ‘following’ the Lord into the 
Platonic use of the term o9moi/wsij; he connects the Platonic language of ‘becoming like 
God’ with Moses’s admonition to ‘follow’ the Lord in order to reflect his Christian 
teachings.
1097
  This synthesis is easy for Clement because he adopts the theory that the 
philosophers, especially Pythagoras and Plato, borrowed the idea of assimilation to God 
from Moses.  By this borrowing, the philosophers were able to make Greek philosophy 
glow, but only as a candle in the night in comparison to the brilliance of the knowledge 
given to Moses, which luminosity is like the brightness of the sun at midday.
1098
   
Clement explains that ‘the law names the assimilation [to God] a following [th\n 
me\n ga\r e0comoi/wsin o9 no/moj a0kolouqi/an o0noma/zei a0kolouqi/an], and such a 
following as far as possible assimilates’ one to the likeness of God.1099  This kind of 
‘following’ is rigorous practice of the teachings of the Logos-Son, and because the 
Logos dwells within, one is constrained by the indwelling Word to become theos.  ‘Let 
one but follow the Logos,’ Clement announces, ‘and one becomes a man of god 
[a1nqrwpoj gi/netai qeou].’1100  Clement is sure that when one hears the Logos, 
repents of error, and receives the Logos as the truth, that one is changed from being a 
mere mortal to being ‘completed a god [qeo\j a0potelei=tai].’1101  The one who follows 
the Logos and is ‘completely perfected according to the image of the Teacher, goes 
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about in the flesh [made] a god.’1102  One is able to follow the teachings of the Logos-
Son through the aid of divine power: ‘Upon receiving the Lord’s power [dunamin 
labou=sa kuriakh\n], the soul practices to be God [h9 yuxh\ meleta~| ei]nai qeo/j].’1103  
This practice entails rejecting ignorance and actions contrary to reason, and speaking 
pure words toward God and doing just deeds toward people.
1104
  This, Clement argues, 
is the pursuit of godliness, the journey to be like God in this lifetime.   
In three passages, Clement uses the adverb h1dh to emphasize that Christians can 
already be made theos.  For example, he teaches godliness as the habit which preserves 
what is becoming to God.  The godly person is the only lover of God and such will be 
the one who knows what is becoming, both in respect of knowledge and of the life 
which must be lived ‘by the one who exists [destined], and indeed is already being 
assimilated to God [‹tw~|› e0some/nw| kai\ dh\ e0comoioume/nw| h1dh qew~|].’1105  In addition, 
Clement emphasizes that to be God is to practice trusting in God with one’s heart and 
mind and to live without the fear of evil.  Upon attaining this calm of soul and ‘this 
manner of living, it is possible for the Gnostic to have already become God [tou/tw| 
dunato\n tw~| tro/pw| to\n gnwstiko\n h1dh gene/sqai qeo/n]; as “I said, you are gods and 
sons of the Highest.”’1106  Notably, when concluding the final chapter of the 
Protreptikos, Clement identifies ‘the godly Christian alone,’ to be the ‘image of God 
and also his likeness, having become righteous, holy and wise by Jesus Christ, and is 
already like God [o3moion h1dh kai\ qew~|].  The prophet indicates this grace while saying: 
“I said that you are gods and all are sons of the Highest.”’1107  In these three passages, 
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Clement chooses the adverb h1dh, asserting that in this lifetime a true Christian can 
‘already’ be made a god without any sense that godliness is ‘unrealized.’ 
 Moreover, Clement provides the broader context in which Psalms 82:6 is located: 
‘“God stood in the congregation of the gods; he judges in the midst of the gods”’ 
(Psalms 82:1).  Clement then asks, ‘who are they?’  He replies, these gods are ‘[t]hose 
who are superior to pleasure [tou\j h9dona~j krei/ttonaj], who rise above the passions 
[tou\j tw~n paqw~n diafe/rontaj].  They are greater than the world [tou\j tou= ko/smou 
mei/zonaj]; as “I said, you are gods and sons of the Highest.”’1108  In these passages, 
Clement claims that believers can become theoi in this lifetime by overcoming the sub-
human energies; therefore, ‘those who know God are [already] proclaimed as sons and 
gods [tou\j e0pigno/ntaj au0to\n ui9ou\j a0nagoreu/ei kai\ qeou/j].’1109  The three main 
factors for becoming a god are: (1) the indwelling of the Logos through gnosis (2) the 
faithful inquiry into the Scriptures, and (3) the ardent following of the Logos-Son. 
F. Likeness to Logos-Son 
 For Clement, attaining the knowledge of God and becoming like him is ‘the only 
life.’1110  He pushes the limit of becoming like God with the limiter: ‘as far as humanly 
possible.’1111  He sets forth the journey ‘as far as possible’—in reference to the ‘orthos 
Logos’—as the telos [h3 te pro\j to\n o0rqo\n lo/gon w9j oi[o/n te e0comoi/wsij te/loj 
e0sti/]’ for human existence.1112  This limitation means people do not cease to be human, 
when they become like God, but instead, they become truly human.  Christians are not 
like the Logos-Son in essence [ou0 kat’ ou0si/an], but become like him through 
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participation in the power of God and eternal life.
1113
  The following section portrays 
assimilation to the likeness of God in terms of character and function. 
 Clement borrows the language of ‘likeness to God as far as possible’ from 
Plato.
1114
  In five passages, Clement imports Plato’s concise virtue list that defines for 
Plato what characterizes likeness to God.  For example, Clement writes: ‘Likeness to 
God as far as possible [is] to become righteous and pure with prudence.’1115  Clement 
agrees with Plato, and adds elsewhere that to be like God is to partner up with 
endurance (karteri/a), which constrains one to press through trials and bear the fruit of 
apatheia.
1116
  Apatheia is not axiomatic for Clement.  He agrees with the Stoic sense of 
apatheia: it means to be free of anger and envy.
1117
  It also means to rise above temper 
and desire and attain self-control.
1118
  However, while the Stoics want to be free of all 
passions, Clement maintains that to be like God is to possess ‘philanthropy and 
godliness befitting a great person [filanqrwpi/a kai\ megalopreph\j qeose/beia].’1119  
It means to imitate God and walk in love, the evidence of Christian perfection.
1120
  To 
walk in love means to become merciful and compassionate.
1121
  Clement’s view of 
apatheia is to be free of corruptible passions, such as anger and revenge; and his view 
of godliness is to possess incorruptible energies, such as mercy and compassion. 
 Advancing the thematic developments sketched in chapters three and four about the 
Logos-Son’s roles as Saviour and Teacher, the remaining section of this thesis shows 
that Clement wants believers to share in the salvific mission of the Saviour and engage 
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in the doctrines of the Teacher.  In the final analysis, Clement argues that to complete 
the exchange and become theos is to function like the Saviour and live like the Teacher. 
 1. Likeness to the Saviour 
Clement tells us that the activity of ‘assimilation to the Saviour arises in the 
Gnostic as far as is allowed for human nature.’1122  The indwelling gnosis arises in the 
believer impressing the mark of the Saviour upon the soul.  Accordingly, ‘this is really 
[what it means] to follow the Saviour: When we set out on a quest for his blamelessness 
and perfection, and while adorning and amending the soul as a mirror [ka/toptron] 
before him, we arrange everything to be like to him.’1123  Upon assimilating to the 
Saviour, a Christian ‘will pray that as many as possible may become like him.  For the 
one who is being assimilated to the Saviour is one who saves.’1124  Clement imagines 
that Christians will seek the well-being of others, just as the human-loving Saviour 
seeks the salvation of people.  For the Saviour himself 
prayed while giving thanks for the things he accomplished [in his] ministry, 
praying that as many as possible [might] come into existence by knowledge, in 
order that God might be glorified among those who are being saved through the 
salvation according to knowledge [e0pi/gnwsin], in order that throughout eternity, 
he [God] might be made known [e0piginw/skhtai] through the Son.1125 
 
In Clement’s philosophy of ministry, the person who is saved according to knowledge 
(e0pi/gnwsij) is mindful of others.  ‘The real image of God’ Clement asserts, ‘is the 
person who does good things, for whom also good things are being done.  As the pilot 
at the same time is being saved, so also he is saving others.’1126  In this way, Clement 
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teaches believers to follow the Logos and ‘obtain the impression [a0namacw/meqa] of 
the truly saving life of our Saviour.’1127 
 2. Likeness to the Teacher 
Clement’s path of likeness to God is to ‘follow in the steps of the divine 
Teacher.’1128  His reasoning for pursuing this route is because ‘the best disciples 
become imitators of the Teacher.’1129  The working principle he sets forth is this: 
If one devotes himself to Ischomas, he will make him a farmer; and if to Lampis, a 
mariner; and if to Homer a poet; and if to Pyrrho, a wrangler; and if to 
Demosthenes, an orator; and if to Chrysippus, a dialectician; and if to Aristotle, a 
naturalist; and if to Plato, a philosopher.  So then, he who listens to the Lord and 
follows in the prophecy given through Him will be perfected completely in the 
likeness of the teacher [kat’ ei0ko/na tou= didaska/lou]—made a god going about 
in the flesh.
1130
 
 
Clement’s point is that students assimilate to the likeness of the teacher they follow.  
Considering his reasoning, if one were to follow a Middle Platonist, then one could only 
rise as high as a philosopher.  Clement’s goal is to be like the Logos-Son.  For this telos, 
he cites Jesus (the Teacher), who stated, ‘It is sufficient for the disciple to become as 
the Teacher.’1131  Such likeness is possible, because the teacher is the living and 
practicing doctrine; The Teacher is in character what he knows and teaches.  Following 
this, Clement wants to advance the idea that one does not merely acquire the knowledge 
of God as a teaching, but one ‘becomes the knowledge.’1132  Becoming the knowledge 
of God is becoming God. 
This section is useful because it offers responses to the queries some might ask 
about Clement’s doctrine of deification: What does Clement think it means to become a 
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god?  His answer is that people who follow the Saviour eventually become involved in 
saving others—participating in some type of ministry (official or unofficial) that heals, 
instructs, and saves human existence.  Moreover, those who follow the Teacher, in due 
course, embody the knowledge of God and live the character of the Teacher. 
In view of his portrayal of the Teacher, Clement exhorts the Greeks to terminate 
their search for a human instructor in Athens, Ionia, and indeed all of Greece, because 
the Logos-Son, who ‘fills the universe with his holy powers, creation, salvation, good 
energy, laws, prophecy, and teaching [o9 plhrw/saj ta\ pa/nta duna/mesin a9gi/aij, 
dhmiourgi/a| swthri/a| eu0ergesi/a| nomoqesi/a| profhtei/a| didaskali/a],’ is our 
Teacher.
1133
  It is well known that Clement travelled through these earthly regions en 
route to Alexandria, while searching for a teacher, who could explain the prophets and 
the apostles.  Although he honoured his teachers, especially Pantaenus, Clement claims 
to have found the heavenly Teacher, who taught perfectly the knowledge of God.  He 
therefore insists: ‘Since we have one Teacher in heaven, as the writing states, then 
confessedly, all upon the earth are called disciples.’1134  Clement’s personal record is 
that he was a disciple of the Logos, and exclaims: ‘We have the Teacher who teaches 
everything.’1135  For Clement, ‘everything’ includes the way the Logos-Son became 
anthropos in order to teach anthropos the true knowledge of God, which leads on to 
become theos.  
G. Conclusion 
 Chapter Four depicts the second aspect of Clement’s doctrine of the exchange: 
Christians learn from the Logos-Son how anthropos becomes theos.  This happens, in 
Clement’s work through the didactic mission of the Logos-Son.  Two essential 
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 Prot. XI.112.1. 
1134
 Paid. I.5.17.3, ei0 de0 «ei[j dida/skaloj e0n ou0ranoi=j», w3j fhsin h9 grafh/, o9mologoume/nwj oi9 
e0pi\ gh=j ei0ko/twj a2n pa/ntej keklh/sontai maqhtai/. 
1135
 Prot. XI.112.1, pa/nta nu=n o9 dida/skaloj kathxei=. 
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doctrines come to the foreground: the parousia and the appearing of the Logos-Son as 
Teacher of Scripture and Revelator of divine gnosis.  For Clement, both the parousia 
and appearing came to pass because of the Incarnation.  Clement connects the term 
parousia with the word sa/rkwsij (to grow flesh); and more than once said that the 
‘appearing’ of the Logos was through his flesh.  Central to the parousia is Christ’s 
interpretation of the Old Testament prophecies, which point to his coming, the 
unveiling of the Gospel, and especially his sufferings.  The parousia demarcates all 
preparatory forms of knowledge (encyclical studies, philosophy, theologia, and the Old 
Testament), because it opens the door for gnosis, which is the compelling power 
leading to the likeness of God.  Clement sees the didactic mission, through the parousia 
and the appearing of the Logos-Son as the events that deposited the content of the 
apostolic tradition.  
Through his ongoing appearing, the Logos-Son dispels the ignorance lying over 
peoples’ minds, clearing the way to understand the yoke of knowledge that joins 
anthropos with God.  Through the Incarnation, the Logos-Son became yoked to 
anthropos, and as believers yoke themselves to the knowledge of God, gnosis leads 
them upward to become god.  Clement argues three ways a person becomes a god: (1) 
by the indwelling of the Logos, (2) by sincere inquiry into Scripture, and (3) by the 
ardent following of the Logos-Son.  Clement talks about becoming God with Platonic 
language: ‘likeness to God,’ but he renders ‘likeness to God’ to be likeness to the 
Logos-Son, both by becoming like the Saviour and the Teacher. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
 This thesis has two main objectives.  Firstly, it locates Clement in the intellectual 
climates of Platonism and Gnosticism.  Having been trained in Platonism and informed 
about Gnosticism, he interacts with both schools of thought, but claims to know the 
‘true philosophy’ and the ‘true gnosis,’ which he thinks came to light through the 
Incarnation and mission of the Logos-Son.  The Platonists repudiated the thought of the 
Incarnation of God; varying Gnostic sects observed no regula fidei for the Incarnation 
or the identity of the divine Messenger.  Nevertheless, Clement engages with Platonism 
and Gnosticism, and it is noticeable that he speaks the language of the philosophers and 
of the Gnostics without being restricted to philosophical speculations or drawn away by 
Gnostic myths.  While Clement maintains aspects of Platonism, such as love for truth 
and virtue, and his views have similarities with Christian Gnosticism, such as the 
disclosure of secret knowledge, his proto-orthodox doctrine of the Incarnation sets him 
apart from both intellectual backgrounds.  Accordingly, one outcome of this research 
situates Clement in his preferred intellectual background, showing that he viewed 
himself an heir of the apostolic tradition and as a teacher standing in apostolic 
succession. 
Secondly, this thesis demonstrates that the Incarnation is central to Clement’s 
version of Christianity.  Clement argues that the Creator of the universe became the 
historical Jesus, born of Mary.  Drawing from John 1:14, Clement maintains that ‘the 
Word of God became anthropos,’ and that ‘the Logos himself visibly became sarx.’  
Two questions arise.  First, how does Clement envisage the Incarnation?  He views it as 
an exchange: The Logos-Son became anthropos so that anthropos might become theos; 
he took upon human weakness so that human beings might participate in his power.  
This divine movement was motivated by God’s immense philanthropia.  Thus, the 
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second question is to what end does Clement imagine the exchange?  Since he reports 
that the salvific economy was brought about by divine providence, as witnessed by the 
parousia and fulfillment of the prophets, Clement avows that God acted through the 
Incarnation for two reasons: The Logos-Son came as Savior and Teacher to inaugurate 
both salvific and didactic missions for the salvation of humankind.   
To demonstrate the above position, Part I presents a summary of Clement’s 
intellectual context in Alexandria.  Chapter One provides a sketch of contemporary 
Platonism, using Plato’s primary texts along with Alcinous’s Didaskalikos; and it 
sketches second century Gnostic belief in Alexandria, according to the outline of the 
myth from the Apocryphon of John and other Gnostic tractates in NHL.  The discussion 
includes a four-part outline: (1) theology, (2) the demiurge, (3) anthropogony, and (4) 
teleology for Platonism, but soteriology for Gnosticism.  This outline shows the 
similarities and differences between both groups.  For instance, the Platonists and the 
Gnostics agreed on the theology of the supreme God, but only in the sense that he is 
transcendent and unknowable.  The ultimate Good of Platonism and the Virginal Spirit 
of Gnosticism are not the same divine beings.  The outline offers a context to observe 
how Clement is distinct concerning his own theological discourse in Alexandria. 
Chapter Two argues that Clement views himself an heir of the apostolic tradition in 
which he accords with Irenaeus.  However, he also situates himself as a participant in 
apostolic succession, not as a bishop, but as a teacher of true gnosis; in this move, he 
departs from the bishop of Lyons.  Accordingly, this chapter offers new research as it 
delineates Clement’s version of a ‘gnostic tradition.’  Clement locates himself in line 
with (1) ‘the Gnostic Moses’ and divine disclosures of true knowledge, (2) Christ as the 
revelatory Agent of gnosis, (3) Paul’s version (not Valentinus’s) of the fullness 
(pleroma) of Christ, (4) Barnabas’s approach to allegorical exegesis of the Old 
 238 
 
Testament (Clement calls this style of interpretation the ‘trace of the Gnostic tradition’), 
and (5) Clement of Rome’s version of the Gnostic’s character.  It would be worthwhile 
to explore Clement’s intellectual context more by further study of his use of the 
Apostolic Fathers. 
The second chapter also includes a parallel outline of Clement’s theology, 
including the demiurge, anthropogony, and soteriology.  With the exception of the 
transcendence of God, Clement differs radically with the Platonists and the Gnostics on 
nearly every subject, especially the demiurge, the creation of humankind, his positive 
view of sensible flesh, and the telos of salvation.  Although, with the Platonists and 
Gnostics, Clement believes God to be transcendent, he nevertheless argues from the 
prophets that God is close to humanity by his power and from the apostles that by grace 
and through the Logos the ‘unknown’ God can be known.  Clement’s doctrine of the 
Demiurge, differing vastly from the Platonic and Gnostic intermediary gods, shows 
both the Father and the Logos to be the Agents of Creation.  This thesis also adds a 
section about Clement’s view of God as the only truly existent God and a proto-
orthodox view of the holy Triad.  The outline of Clement’s theology shows not only the 
similarities and differences between the Platonists, the Gnostics, and Clement, but it 
tells us ‘what’ God became incarnate, ‘what’ kind of human being the Logos became, 
and ‘what’ kind of salvific mission God accomplished through the Incarnation.  
Because of Clement’s background in Platonism and his interest in Gnosticism, he 
sometimes portrays his theological discourse with philosophical terminology and 
Gnostic taxonomies, but his theology is clearly freighted with biblical knowledge.   
There remains more research to be conducted, notably on how Clement aligns with 
the proto-orthodox episcopate, but moves towards the gnostic view of divine disclosers 
of secret knowledge, and then finds his own central path.  His attempt to glean the best 
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aspects of both streams of thought and to synthesize them into his own brand of a 
Christian way of life is worthy of attention and consideration.   
Part II depicts Clement’s view of the Incarnation and divine mission of the Logos-
Son, a theological discourse focused on soteriology and human destiny.  Chapter Three 
demonstrates that the Logos-Son became a real flesh and blood human being, who 
suffered and died to vanquish death and rescue humankind from the maleficent powers 
and existential corruption, resulting from disobedience to the moral order of creation.  
This chapter classifies the main elements of Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation and it 
challenges the docetic interpretation both by looking at the broader context of the 
passages and by looking at the positive evidence of Clement’s doctrine of the 
Incarnation.  The evidence is five-fold and, with the exception of some discussion of the 
docetic issue (paragraph 4), is original research. 
1. Chapter Three offers an interpretation of Clement’s reading of the maleficent 
powers—as the source of human corruption—that tempt human beings into sub-
human existence.  As far as I know, there is no prior work done on Clement’s view 
of the devil, the serpent, satan, or the tyrant death.  More work, however, needs to 
be carried out on this subject, specifically to see exactly where Clement stands in 
relation to Gnosticism concerning the cosmic-rulers and archons of darkness. 
 
2. Chapter Three details Clement’s use of John 1:14 and the verb gi/nomai linked 
with the terms lo/goj, a1nqrwpoj, and sa/rc to depict the Incarnation.  Clement 
uses gi/nomai alluding to John 1:14 thirteen times; six mentions with a1nqrwpoj 
and seven mentions with sa/rc convey clearly that Clement believes the Logos-Son 
became a real human being with actual flesh. 
 
3. Chapter Three analyzes Stromateis VII.2.6.5-8.6, Clement’s only systematic 
passage on the Incarnation, identifying his use of a0nalamba/nw and e0ndu/w.  With 
these two verbs, Clement sketched a four-part outline in Stromateis VII.2.6.5-8.6, 
utilizing four terms in sequence: paqhto/j, e0mpaqh/j, eu0pa/qeia, and ai0sqhto/j to 
depict the flesh of Christ.  Clement explicitly denotes that the Logos-Son assumed 
flesh susceptible to suffering and death (paqhto/j), good and bad emotions 
(e0mpaqh/j), enjoyment of good things (eu0pa/qeia), and physical sensibilities 
(ai0sqhto/j).  An exposition of this passage is not found (to my knowledge) in 
secondary literature. 
 
4. Chapter Four addresses the question of Clement’s alleged Docetism by looking 
at the broader context in light of the positive evidence from the above paragraphs 
2-3.  The inherent problems with the three suspect passages are that Stromateis 
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III.7.59.3 is a quote from Valentinus and not Clement’s own words; true he does 
not criticize it, but neither does he develop it.  Stromateis VI.9.71.1-2 seems a 
reference to the body of Christ after the resurrection, and therefore, not the same 
body as the incarnate Christ.  The quote by Cassiodorus could be an allusion to the 
Acts of John where John discusses the transfiguration of Christ and an event 
watching Christ glow as he was in prayer.  Was John alluding to these incidents 
and their effects on Christ’s body?  Looking at these passages narrowly could cause 
confusion over Clement’s view of the flesh of Christ.  However, if Clement’s 
references to John 1:14 (his use of gi/nomai), his outline in Stromateis VII.2.6.5-8.6 
(paqhto/j, e0mpaqh/j, eu0pa/qeia, and ai0sqhto/j), and his teachings on the 
sufferings of Christ are brought into the discussion, we discover that Clement 
overwhelmingly taught that the Logos-Son became anthropos and took on actual 
human sarx, in order to suffer for the salvation of humankind. 
 
5. Chapter Three contributes to Clement’s soteriology by explaining his doctrine of 
the cross both from Pauline passages and his own analogy from Homer’s Odyssey 
(the mast of the ship as the cross of Christ).  Important to Clement’s soteriology are 
the effects of the crucifixion of Christ; he sees the cross as God’s provision to 
loosen people from corruption and teaches cross-bearing is the mode for attaining 
apatheia.  The wine of the Eucharist—representing the blood of Christ—became 
for Clement, participation in the Lord’s immortality.  
 
In addition, Part II illustrates Clement’s version of the didactic mission of the 
Logos-Son.  Chapter Four identifies him as the revelatory agent of divine gnosis, who 
came to explain the Scriptures.  From a proper reading of the knowledge of God, 
believers who know Christ in a saving way can imbibe true gnosis, which for Clement 
is equal to Logos, and thereby one can assimilate to his likeness.  Clement argues that 
likeness to the Logos fulfills the prophetic statement: ‘Let us make anthropos in our 
image and likeness.’  It also fulfills another prophetic word: ‘I said you are gods.’  
Through the work of the Saviour and Teacher, anthropos becomes theos.  The primary 
evidence is seven-fold, and with the exception of some parts of paragraphs one (1) and 
six (6), Chapter Four offers original research. 
1. Chapter Four identifies Clement’s view of the impediments in human existence 
that prevent knowledge of God.  These disablements are three: (1) The body is 
limited because it was created for sensible and empirical knowledge, not spiritual 
insight or contemplation of divine realities; (2) people are plagued with ignorance 
and cannot know God, thus the need for a revelatory Agent; and (3) the struggle 
with the passions blind humanity from the vision of God and deafen them to the 
divine instructions.   
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2. Chapter Four highlights Clement’s doctrine of the parousia of the Logos-Son, 
whose coming is consequential to the Incarnation.  Concerning the parousia, 
Clement emphasizes the exegetical and didactic work of the Logos-Son, who 
interprets the salvific message of the prophets, and thus, directly connects the 
parousia to the Old Testament.  This move unifies the apostolic teachings with the 
Scriptures and demarcates philosophy as propaideia.   
 
3. Chapter Four also includes Clement’s doctrine of the appearing of the Logos-
Son, which is consequential to the Incarnation.  Concerning the appearing, Clement 
points out the roles of the Logos-Son: God appeared in the flesh as Saviour and 
Teacher.  This is vividly portrayed in Protreptikos I.7.1-4, where Clement uses 
e0pifa/neia two times and e0pifai/nw seven times.  He interlaces his theology of the 
appearing of the Logos with passages from the apostles, John and Paul, to connect 
the appearing to the days of the apostles.  For both apostles, Christ appeared in the 
flesh (John 1:14; Romans 1:3) and after the resurrection in order to disclose 
knowledge.  The appearing is salvific grace and revelatory agency by which the 
Logos-Son awakens people to the knowledge of God, illuminating the way to 
salvation.  These two terms—parousi/a and e0pifa/neia—indicate a demarcation 
in Clement’s former learning (propaideia), bringing the apostolic teachings to the 
fore.   
 
The significance of Clement’s doctrines of the parousia and the appearing is that 
they form an intellectual bridge between propaideia and gnosis.  They bring 
together—in Clement’s version of Christianity—the proto-orthodox episcopate 
with the gnostic sense of secret gnosis.  In his teachings on the parousia, Clement 
maintains the unity of Scripture as recorded by the prophets, interpreted by Christ, 
and handed down by the apostles.  Thus, he shows fidelity to the ecclesiastical 
canon, the proto-orthodox episcopate, and accords with Irenaeus.  Clement’s 
reading of the appearing also advances revelatory agency, but of hidden gnosis 
concealed in mystery that is revealed; here he accords with other Gnostics. 
 
4. Chapter Four explores Clement’s imagery of the yoke.  Clement argues that the 
Logos-Son is equally yoked to the Father, and that through the Incarnation, his 
divinity became yoked to our humanity.  Clement makes special mention of where 
Christ calls his followers to take up his yoke and learn from him (Matthew 11:29).  
Through this knowledge, the Logos-Son yokes people to himself, which inherently 
yokes them to God.  In this way, people participate in God’s power and thus 
assimilate to the likeness of God. 
 
5. Chapter Four discusses Clement’s knowledge terminology in two categories: (1) 
observable knowledge (e0pisth/mh) and (2) revealed knowledge (gnw~sij and 
e0pi/gnwsij).  This section shows that Clement lacks interest in discussing 
theologia, because it is a preparatory form of knowledge, but he is eager to write 
about the gnosis of God disclosed by the parousia and appearing.  Clement argues 
that divine gnosis moves believers along to the telos of human destiny: likeness to 
God.   
 
6. Chapter Four treats Clement’s use of Psalms 82:6 and explains his path to 
deification.  For Clement, the way is three-fold.  Firstly, one becomes a god by 
receiving God, mediated through the Logos-Son.  Secondly, inquiry into Scripture 
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and the disclosure of concealed gnosis by the Logos-Son provide deifying potency.  
Clement uses the term qeopoie/w to depict this process of deification, since God 
‘deifies humanity with heavenly teaching.’  Thirdly, one assimilates to the likeness 
of God through ‘following’ the teachings of the Logos-Son.  Clement imports the 
Mosaic principle of ‘following’ the Lord into the Platonic use of the term 
o9moi/wsij.  Clement borrows the language of ‘likeness to God’ from Plato, 
agreeing with Plato that likeness to God is to become ‘righteous and pure with 
wisdom.’  However, Clement envisages likeness to God differently than Plato, and 
sees it as likeness to the Logos-Son.   
 
7. Chapter Four takes into account the two roles of the Logos-Son, and points out 
that Clement wants believers to share in the salvific mission of the Saviour and 
emulate the doctrines of the Teacher.  Thus, the one who is like the Saviour (like 
God) will help others reach their salvation.  Moreover, he reports that Christ said: 
‘It is sufficient for the disciple to become as the Teacher’ (Matt. 10:24-25).  
Therefore, the one who follows Christ’s teachings ‘will be perfected completely in 
the likeness of the teacher made a god going about in the flesh.’  This explanation 
of Clement’s teaching about likeness to God is important because it offers concrete 
answers to the questions some might ask about what Clement thinks it means to 
become theos.  His soteriological curriculum tells us that to become a god is to 
function like the Saviour and become like the Teacher.   
 
Since the Incarnation is essential to Clement’s path to salvation, especially the 
theology of the exchange doctrine as a mission, it is surprising that Clement did not 
write additional explicit passages explaining it.  It is possible he may have written more 
on the Incarnation, imaginably in his Hypotyposeis or On First Principles, but these 
works are lost.  Perhaps, because the Incarnation provoked scandal among the Platonists 
(who rejected the Incarnation), and the Gnostics (who with docetic christologies, denied 
it), Clement may have tried to conceal this mystery.  Consequently, it is probable that 
important passages—still hidden in the pages (ground) of Clement’s surviving works—
were missed in this present research, and so, there could be opportunity for scholars to 
take Clement’s doctrine of the Incarnation farther. 
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APPENDIX A 
Texts on the Incarnation
1136
 
 
 
A. Incarnation and the Virgin Birth 
 
1. Str. VII.16.93.7, a0ll’, w9j e1oiken, toi=j polloi=j kai\ me/xri nu=n dokei= h9 
Maria\m lexw\ ei]nai dia\ th\n tou= paidi/ou ge/nnhsin, ou0k ou]sa lexw/ (kai\ ga\r 
meta\ to\ tekei=n au0th\n maiwqei=sa/n fasi/ tinej parqe/non eu9reqh=nai).  
 
‘But as the majority had thought, even until now, that Mary seemed to be pregnant 
because of the birth of her child, though she was not as a woman who had just 
given birth, (for even after she gave birth, some say they examined her to have 
found a virgin).’ 
 
2. Str. VI.15.127.1, h1dh de\ kai\ h9 oi0konomi/a pa~sa h9 peri\ to\n ku/rion 
profhteuqei=sa parabolh\ w9j a0lhqw~j fai/netai toi=j mh\ th\n a0lh/qeian 
e0gnwko/sin, o3tan tij to\n u9io\n tou= qeou= tou= ta\ pa/nta pepoihko/toj sa/rka 
a0neilhfo/ta kai\ e0n mh/tra parqe/nou kuoforhqe/nta, kaqo\ gege/nnhtai to\ 
ai0sqhto\n au0tou= sarki/on, a0kolou/qwj de/, kaqo\ ge/gonen tou=to peponqo/ta kai\ 
a0nestame/non o4 me\n le/gh|, oi4 de\ a0kou/wsin.   
 
‘Even now, the whole administration that was prophesied about the Lord appears a 
parable to those who do not know the truth.  Whenever one says and others hear 
that the Son of God—the one who created the universe—had assumed flesh and 
was conceived in the womb of the virgin, according as his sensible flesh had been 
begotten, and subsequently, according as this happened: he suffered and then was 
raised again.’ 
 
3. Paid. I.6.41.3, o9 de\ ku/rioj o9 Xristo\j o9 th=j parqe/nou karpo/j.  
 
‘And the Lord, the Christ, is the fruit of the virgin.’ 
 
B. Incarnation and John 1:14. 
 
1. Exc.Thdot. 1.19.1, kai\ o9 lo/goj sa/rc e0ge/neto, ou0 kata\ th\n parousi/an 
mo/non a1nqrwpoj geno/menoj, a0lla\ kai\ e0n a0rxh=| o9 e0n tau/tothti lo/goj kata\ 
perigrafh\n kai\ ou0 kat’ ou0si/an geno/menoj ui9o/j.  
 
‘And “the Logos became flesh” not only when he became a man at his parousia, 
but also in the beginning; the essential Logos, by circumscription and not according 
to essence, became a Son.’ 
 
2. Exc.Thdot. 1.19.2, kai\ pa/lin sa/rc e0ge/neto dia\ profhtw~n e0nergh/saj. 
 
‘And he even “became flesh,” when he worked through the prophets.’ 
 
 
                                                 
1136
 For texts on e0pifai/nw, see the table on page 213. 
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3. Prot. I.8.4, o9 filoikti/rmwn qeo/j, sw~sai to\n a1nqrwpon glixo/menoj: kai\ 
au0to\j h1dh soi\ e0nargw~j o9 lo/goj lalei=, duswpw~n th\n a0pisti/an, nai/ fhmi, o9 
lo/goj o9 tou= qeou= a1nqrwpoj geno/menoj, i3na dh\ kai\ su\ para\ a0nqrw/pou 
ma/qh|j, ph= pote a1ra a1nqrwpoj ge/nhtai qeo/j.  
 
‘The compassionate God is longing to save humanity; and already, the Logos 
himself speaks clearly to you, shaming your unbelief.  Yes, I say, the Logos of God 
became a man, in order that you may even learn from a man how a person might 
become God.’ 
 
4. Paid. I.3.9.4, a0gapw~men ou]n ta\j e0ntola\j di’ e1rgwn tou= ku/riou (kai\ ga\r o9 
lo/goj au0to\j e0nargw~j sa\rc geno/menoj th\n au0th\n a0reth\n praktikh\n a3ma 
kai\ qewrhtikh\n e0pideiknu/j) kai\ dh\ no/mon u9polamba/nontej to\n lo/gon, ta\j 
e0ntola\j kai\ ta\j u9po\qhmosu/naj au0tou= w9j sunto/mouj o9dou\j kai\ sunto/nouj 
ei0j a0idio/thta gnwri/swmen. 
 
‘Therefore, let us love the commandments through the works of the Lord (for even 
the Logos himself clearly became flesh, pointing out that the same virtue is at once 
practical and contemplative).  Moreover, while upholding [the] law as the Logos, 
let us make known the commandments and his counsels as the straight ways and 
short cuts unto immortality [eternity].’ 
 
5. Paid. I.5.24.4, e0pei\ ga\r a1rnaj o0noma/zei h9 grafh\ tou\j pai=daj tou\j 
nhpi/ouj, to\n qeo\n to\n lo/gon to\n di’ h9ma=j a1nqrwpoj geno/menon, kata\ 
pa/nta h9mi=n a0peika/zesqai boulo/menon, a0mno\n ke/klhken tou= qeou=, to\n ui9o\n tou= 
qeou=, to\n nh/pion tou= patro/j. 
 
‘Since the Scripture names the infant children lambs, God the Logos, [that is], the 
one who became a human being for us, while wishing to become like us in every 
way, was called by name: the Lamb of God, the Son of God, the Child of the 
Father.’ 
 
6. Paid. I.7.59.1, to\ me\n ou]n pro/teron tw~| presbute/rw| law~| presbute/ra 
diaqh/kh h]n kai\ no/moj e0paidagw/gei to\\n lao\n meta\ fo/bou kai\ lo/goj 
a1ggeloj h]n kainw~| de\ kai\ ne/w|  la/w| kainh\ kai\ ne/a diaqh/kh dedw/rhtai kai\ o9 
lo/goj «sa\rc» gege/nhtai kai\ o9 fo/boj ei0j a0ga/phn metate/traptai kai\ 
mustiko\j e0kei=noj a1ggeloj 0Ihsou=j ti/ktetai. 
 
‘Formerly, on the one hand, the older people had an older covenant and the law 
was teaching the people with fear and the Logos was a Messenger [Angel]; but on 
the other hand, a new and fresh covenant has been given to the new people, and the 
Logos has become flesh, and fear has been turned into love and that mystic 
Messenger [Angel], Jesus, was brought into the world.’ 
 
7. Paid. I.8.62.1-2, e0klaqo/menoj de\ to\ me/giston au0tou= th=j filanqrwpi/aj, o3ti 
di’ h9ma~j a1nqrwpoj e0ge/neto.  kai\ dh\ oi0keio/teron au0tw~| o9 profh/thj 
proseu/xetai dia\ tou/twn «mnh/sqhti h9mw~n.  o3ti xou=j e0smen», toute/sti 
sumpa/qhson h9mi=n, o3ti th=n a0sqe/neian th=j sarko\j au0topaqw~j e0pei/rasaj.  
tau/th| gou=n a1ristoj kai\ a0nepi/lhptoj e0stin o9 paidagwgo\j o9 ku/rioj, th=j 
e9ka/stou tw~n a0nqrw/pwn di’ u9perbolh\n filanqrwpi/aj sumpaqh/saj fu/sei.  
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‘And most of all, [the heretics] do not perceive [God’s] philanthropy, especially 
seeing that on account of us, he became a man.  Indeed, most suitably for him the 
prophet prays in these [words]: “Remember us, because we are disturbed soil 
[dust]” [Ps. 103:14]: That is, sympathize with us, because speaking from your own 
experience, you [God] suffered the weakness of the flesh.  In this way, therefore, 
the Instructor, the Lord, is most good and blameless; on account of exceeding 
philanthropy, he is sympathetic to the nature of each [person] among all humans.’ 
 
8. Paid. I.8.74.4, a0lla\ kai\ to\ e0mpaqe\j th=j o0rgh=j, ei0 dh\ o0rgh\n th\n nouqesi/an 
au0tou= xrh\ kalei=n, fila/nqwpo/n e0stin ei0j pa/qh katabai/nontoj tou= qeou= dia\ 
to\n a1nqrwpon, di’ o4n kai\ ge/gonen a1nqrwpoj o9 lo/goj tou= qeou=. 
 
‘But even the disposition of anger, if it is necessary to call his admonition anger, is 
human loving, since God descended into emotion for humanity, because of whom, 
even the Logos of God became a man.’  
 
9. Paid. II.2.20.1, kai\ ga\r w9j a0lhqw~j me\n to\ pneu=ma w0|kei/wtai th=| u9p’ au0tou= 
ferome/nh| yuxh=|, h9 de\ sa\rc tw~| lo/gw|, di’ h4n «o9 lo/goj ge/gonen sa/rc». 
 
‘For truly the Spirit is united to the soul, being borne along by it; and the flesh [is 
united] to the Logos on account of which, “the Logos became flesh.”’ 
 
10. Paid. II.2.32.2, pw~j oi1esqe pepwke/nai to\n ku/rion, o9phni/ka di’ h9ma~j 
a1nqrwpoj e0ge/neto;   
 
‘How do you think the Lord drank, at the time he became a man for us.’ 
 
11. Paid. II.2.32.2 (connected to previous passage), eu0 ga\r i1sete mete/laben 
oi1nou kai\ au0to/j: kai\ ga\r a1nqrwpoj kai\ au0to/j: kai\ eu0lo/ghsen ge to\n oi]non: 
«la/bete, pi/ete: tou=to/ mou/ e0stin to\ ai[ma:» ai[ma th=j a0mpe/lou to\n lo/gon to\n 
«peri\ pollw~n e0kxeo/menon ei0j a1fesin a9martiw~n.» 
 
‘For you know well that he himself also partook of wine, for even he was a man.  
And he blessed the wine [and said]: “take, drink; this is my blood,” the blood of the 
vine, the Logos, the one being poured out unto the forgiveness of sins for many 
[people].’ 
 
12. Str. V.3.16.5, proelqw\n de\ o9 lo/goj dhmiourgi/aj ai1tioj e0peita kai\ 
e9auto\n genna~|, o3tan o9 lo/goj sa\rc ge/nhtai, i3na kai\ qeaqh=|. 
 
‘The Logos, after advancing forwards, was the cause of creation, and then, he 
generated himself when the “Logos became flesh,” in order that he also might be 
seen.’ 
 
13. Str. V.11.72.3, e0n tou/tw| kai\ o9 lo/goj h1nqhse/n te kai\ e0karpofo/rhsen sa\rc 
geno/menoj kai\ tou\j geusame/nouj th=j xrhsto/thtoj au0tou= e0zwopoi/hsen, e0pei\ 
mhde\ a1neu tou= cu/lou ei0j gnw~~sin h9mi=n a0fi=ktai  e0kerma/sqh ga\r h9 zwh\ h9mw~n 
ei0j pi/stin h9mw~n 
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‘In this place [material cosmos] even the Logos, after becoming flesh, blossomed 
and bore fruit, and [then], he made alive [all] those who tasted of his graciousness, 
since it is not without the cross he reached unto knowledge for us.  For our life was 
suspended by our faith.’ 
14. Str. VII.12.72.1, ei[j me\n ou]n mo/noj o9 a0nepiqu/mhtoj e0c a0rxh=j, o9 ku/rioj o9 
fila/nqrwpoj o9 kai di’ h9ma~j a1nqrwpoj [e0ge/neto] o3soi de\ ecomoiou=sqai 
speu/dousi tw~| u9p’ au0tou= dedome/nw| xarakth=ri a0nepiqu/mhtoi e0c a0skh/sewj 
gene/sqai bia/zontai.   
‘There is only one who was without desire from the beginning, the philanthropic 
Lord, who even [became] a man for us; and as many that are eager to be 
assimilated to the impress [stamp] given by him, press hard to become without 
desire by exercise.’ 
C. Incarnation and a0nalamba/nw:  
 
 NB: There are three references with a0nalamba/nw in Stromateis VII.2. 
 
1. Str. VII.2.6.5, ou1koun u9po\ trufh=j r9a|/qumoj o9 di’ h9ma~j th\n paqhth\n 
a0nalabw\n sa/rka h2 kh/detai tw~n sumpa/ntwn.  o3per kai\ kaqh/kei tw~| kuri/w| 
pa/ntwn genome/nw|.  swth\r ga/r e0stin, ou0xi\ tw~n me/n , tw~n de\ ou0. 
 
‘It is not therefore, from under a luxurious, indifferent [disposition that] the one, 
who for our sakes, assumed suffering flesh.  He does cares for everyone, which is 
fitting for the one who has become the Lord of all.  For he is Saviour, not of some 
and others not [Saviour].’ 
 
2. Str. VII.2.7.5, ou0de\ mh\n u9po/ tinoj h9donh=j perispw/menoj katalei/poi pot’ 
a2n th\n a0nqrw/pwn khdemoni/an, o3j ge kai\ th\n sa/rka th\n e0mpaqh= fu/sei 
genome/nhn a0nalabw\n, ei0j e3cin a0paqei/aj e0pai/deusen. 
 
‘And not being drawn aside by a certain pleasure, he does not abandon the care of 
humanity, who also, when assuming flesh, which became susceptible to emotion by 
nature, he disciplined [it] unto the habit of apatheia.’ 
 
3. Str. VII.2.8.6, ou0 ga\r o4 h]n, tou=to w1fqh toi=j xwrh=sai mh\ duname/noij dia\ 
th\n a0sqe/neian th=j sarko/j, ai0sqhth\n de\ a0nalabw\n sa/rka to\ dunato\n 
a0nqrw/poij kata\ th\n u9pakoh\n tw~n e0ntolw~n dei/cwn a0fi/keto. 
 
‘For what he was, this was not seen by those unable to make intellectual space [for 
him] because of the weakness of their flesh, but having assumed sensible flesh, he 
came to this condition, bringing to light for humankind what is possible through 
obedience to the commandments.’ 
 
Also note: Str. V.6.34.1, pro/swpon ei1rhtai tou= patro\j o9 ui9o/j, ai0sqh/sewn 
penta/di sarkofo/roj geno/menoj. 
 
‘The Son is said to be the face of the Father, having become flesh-bearing with five 
of the senses.’ 
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Other texts (beyond Str. VII.2) using a0nalamba/nw: 
 
4. Prot. X.110.2, ou0q’ o3te to\ a0nqrw/pou proswpei=on a0nalabw\n kai\ sarki\ 
a0naplasa/menoj to\ swth/rion dra~ma th=j a0nqrwpo/thtoj u9pekri/neto 
a0gnohqei/j. 
 
‘Not being perceived, while assuming the disguise of man, and after being 
fashioned anew with flesh, he played the part for the salvific drama of humankind.’ 
 
5. Str. VI.15.127.2, disnoixqei=sa de\ ai9 grafai\ kai\ toi=j w]ta e1xousin 
e0mfh/nasai to\ a0lhqe\j au0to\ e0kei=no, o4 pe/ponqen h9 sa/rc, h4n a0nei/lhfen o9 
ku/rioj, «du/namij qeou= kai\ swfi/a» katagge/llousin.  
 
‘The Scriptures, upon being opened up and declaring to those having ears [to hear] 
that very truth itself, they [the Scriptures] are proclaiming that the flesh which had 
suffered, which the Lord had assumed, is the “power and wisdom of God.”’ 
 
6. Str. VII.11.61.1, ei0dw\j eu] ma/la o3ti «o9 dida/skwn a1nqrwpon gnw~sin» kata\ 
to\n profh/thn «ku/rioj» e0stin, dia\ sto/matoj a0nqrwpi/nou ku/rioj e0nergw~n: 
tau/th| kai\ sa/rka a0nei/lhfen. 
 
‘Knowing very well that “the one who teaches a man knowledge” according to the 
prophet is the “Lord,” the Lord working through the mouth of humanity; by this 
also he had assumed flesh.’ 
 
D. Incarnation and e0nde/w (#1) and e0ndu/w (2-4): 
 
1. Prot. XI.111.1-2, parh/geto e0piqumi/aij, o9 pai=j a0ndrizo/menoj a0peiqei/a| kai\ 
parakou/saj tou= patro\j h0|sxu/neto to\n qeo/n.  oi]on i1sxusen h0donh/: o9 di’ 
a9plo/thta lelume/noj a1nqrwpoj a9marti/aij eu9re/qh dedeme/noj.  tw~n desmw~n 
lu=sai tou=ton o9 ku/rioj au]qij h0qe/lhsen, kai\ sarki\ e0ndeqei\j-musth/rion qei=on 
tou=to— to\n o1fin e0xeirw/sato kai\ to\n tu/rannon e0doulw/sato, to\n qa/naton. 
 
‘Induced by lusts, the child, while growing old by disobedience and having 
misunderstood the Father, dishonored God.  In such a way, pleasure is strong.  The 
man who had been free by simplicity, was found having been bound by sins.  The 
Lord wished to lose him again from his bonds, and having been clothed with 
flesh—this is a divine mystery—he trounced the serpent and enslaved the tyrant, 
that is, death.’ 
 
2. Str. IV.21.130.2, pa/nta de\ o9mou= te/leioj ou0k oi]d’ ei1 tij a0nqrw/pwn, e1ti 
a1nqrwpoj w1n, plh\n mo/non o9 di’ h9ma~j a1nqrwpon e0ndusa/menoj. 
 
‘I do not know if anyone of humanity is complete in all things at once, still being a 
human being, except only the one who was clothed with humanity for us.’ 
 
3. Str. VII.2.8.1, pa~sa de\ h9 tou= kuri/ou e0ne/rgeia e0pi\ to\n pantokra/tora th\n 
a0nafora\n e1xei, kai\ e1stin w9j ei0pei=n patrikh/ tij e0ne/rgeia o9 ui9o/j.  ou0k a2n ou]n 
pote o9 swth\r misa/nqrwpoj.  o4j ge dia\ th\n u9perba/llousan filanqrwpi/an 
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sarko\j a0nqrwpi/nhj eu0pa/qeian ou0x u9peridw/n, a0ll’ e0ndusa/menoj [sarko\j 
a0nqrwpi/nhj], e0pi\ th\n koinh\n tw~n a0nqrw/pwn e0lh/luqen swthri/an. 
 
‘All the energy of the Lord is a standard reference to the Almighty; and the Son is, 
so to say, a certain paternal energy.  Therefore, the Saviour is not a human-hater, 
that is, he through his surpassing philanthropy for human flesh, did not look down 
upon good feelings, but being clothed [with human flesh], he had come for the 
common salvation of humanity.’ 
 
4. Q.d.s. 37.3, dia\ tou=to kai\ au0to\j kath=lqe, dia\ tou=to a1nqrwpon e0ne/du, dia\ 
tou=to ta\ a0nqrw/pwn e9kw\n e1paqen. 
 
‘This is why also he came, this is why he was clothed with humanity, this is why he 
willingly suffered the things of humankind.’ 
 
E. Incarnation and katabai/nw: 
 
1. Paid. I.6.46.2-3, o9 ga\r a1rtoj tou= qeou= e0stin o9 e0k tou= ou0ranou= katabai/nwn 
kai\ zwh\n didou\j tw~| ko/smw|.  kai\ o9 a1rtoj, o4n e0gw\ dw/sw, h9 sa\rc mou/ e0stin 
u9pe\r th=j tou= ko/smou zwh=j. 
 
‘For the bread of God is the one descending out of heaven and gives life to the 
world.  And the bread, which I shall give for the life of the world, is my flesh.’ 
 
2. Paid. I.9.88.3, e1peita de\ e0pi\ tou\j a0nqrw/pouj katabe/bhken h9 dikaiosu/nh 
kai\ gra/mmati kai\ sw/mati, tw~| lo/gw| kai\ tw~| no/mw|, ei0j meta/noian th\n 
a0nqrwpo/thta biazome/nh swth/rion: a0ga/ph ga\r h]n. 
 
‘But then, righteousness descended upon humanity both in letter and in body, in the 
Logos and in the law, for love was constraining humankind unto saving 
repentance.’ 
 
F. Incarnation and fanero/w: 
 
1. Paid. I.5.23.1, kai\ pou= a1ra h]n h9 quri/j, di’ h[j o9 ku/rioj e0dei/nuto; h9 sa/rc, di’ 
h[j pefane/rwtai. 
 
‘And where was the window through which the Lord was shown?  The Flesh 
through which he was manifested.’ 
 
2. Str. V.10.63.4, e0lpi/sate, fhsi/n, e0pi\ to\n e0n sarki\ me/llonta fanerousqai 
u9mi=n 0Ihsou=n. 
 
‘Hope it says, in Jesus who is about to be manifested to you in the flesh.’ 
 
G. Incarnation and fe/rw: 
 
1. Str. IV.3.8.7, «h0la/ttwsaj au0to/n», fhsi/, «braxu/ ti par’ a0gge/louj» ou0 
ga\r e0pi\ tou= kuri/ou e0kde/xontai th\n grafh/n (kai/toi ka0kei=noj sa/rka e1feren), 
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e0pi\ de\ tou= telei/ou kai\ gnwstikou= tw~| xro/nw| kai\ tw~| e0ndu/mati e0lattoume/nou 
para\ tou\j a0gge/louj. 
 
‘It says, “you made him [anthropos] a little lower than the angels” for they do not 
take up this writing about the Lord, (and further, that one bore flesh) in time, and in 
the garment of the perfect man and the Gnostic, while being made a little lower 
than the angels.’ 
 
H. Incarnation and h3kw 
 
1. Prot. XI.112.1, dio/ moi dokei=, e0pei\ au0to\j h[ken w9j h9ma~j ou0rano/qen o9 lo/goj, 
h9ma~j e0p’ a0nqrwpi/nhn i0e/nai mh\ xrh=nai didaskali/an e1ti, 0Aqh/naj kai\ th\n 
a1llhn 9Ella/da. 
 
‘Wherefore, it seems to be that since the Logos himself came as us from heaven, 
we need not still go to Athens or the rest of Greece for human teaching.’ 
 
I. Texts on the Logos-Son as God and Man: 
 
1. Prot. I.7.1, ai1tioj gou=n o9 lo/goj, o9 Xristo\j, kai\ tou= ei]nai pa/lai h0ma~j (h]n ga\r 
e0n qew~|), kai\ tou= eu] ei]nai: nu=n dh\ e0pefa/nh a0nqrw/poij au0to\j ou[toj o9 lo/goj, o9 
mo/noj a1mfw, qeo/j te kai\ a1nqrwpoj, a9pa/ntwn h9mi=n ai1tioj a0gaqw~n. 
 
‘The Logos, then, that is the Christ, is the cause of both our well-being long ago (for he 
was in God) and of our well-being; indeed, this one, the Logos himself, has recently 
appeared, who is both God and man, the cause of all good things for us.’ 
 
2. Prot. X.106.4, pi/steuon, a1nqrwpe, a0nqrw/pw| kai\ qew~|: pi/steuon, a1nqrwpe, tw~| 
paqo/nti kai\ proskunoume/nw|, qew~| zw~nti pisteu/sate oi9 dou=loi tw~| nekrw~|: 
pa/ntej a1nqrwpoi pisteu/sate mo/nw| tw~| pa/ntwn a0nqrw/pwn qew~|: pisteu/sate 
kai\ misqo\n la/bete swthri/an .  
 
‘O man, trust in [the one who] is both man and God and believe in the one who suffered 
and is worshipped; servants, believe in the living God, the one who died; everyone, 
believe in the only God of all of humanity; believe and receive the reward, that is, 
salvation.’ 
 
3. Paid. I.3.7.1, pa/nta o0ni/nhsin o9 ku/rioj kai\ pa/nta w0felei= kai\ w9j a1nqrwpoj kai\ 
w9j qeo/j, ta\ me\n a9marth/mata w9j qeo\j a0fiei/j, ei0j de\ to\ mh\ e0camarta/nein 
parapaidagwgw~n w9j a1nqrwpoj.  
 
‘The Lord, both as God and as man, profits everything and helps in every way.  On the 
one hand, as God, he forgives our transgressions; on the other hand, as man, he teaches 
[us] not to sin [commit a fault].’ 
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